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6.0 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This chapter presents the detailed analysis of the remedial alternatives described in Chapter 5.0
for the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites included in this FS. The waste
sites evaluated in this FS have characteristics (e.g., size, waste type, extent of contamination,
location) that influence the analysis of the CERCLA evaluation criteria. Analogous waste sites
were assigned to representative sites in Chapter 2.0. These assignments are based on the
physical framework and expected distribution of contamination using available information and
process knowledge. The assignments in Chapter 2.0 also include the relationship between the
representative site and the analogous sites. For example, an analogous site that is very similar to
the representative site is assumed to have risks and contaminant distribution similar to those of
the representative site. Therefore, the detailed analysis for the representative site is assumed to
be appropriate for the analogous site. If the analogous site is assumed to be either less
contaminated (and therefore less risky) or more contaminated (and therefore more risky) than the
representative site, then the analogous site is evaluated considering site-specific differences from
the representative site. The detailed analysis of alternatives for the representative site also will
include an evaluation of these site-specific differences and their influence on alternative selection
for the analogous sites.

The detailed analysis is presented by alternative. The evaluation of the representative sites is
included within the discussion of each alternative. Tables 6-1 through 6-4 provide a summary of
the detailed analyses for the representative sites and all analogous sites.

Figure 6-1 guides the application of alternatives to the representative sites using overall
protection of human health and the environment as its decision basis. The starting point of this
tool is an evaluation of risk for each individual representative site based on contaminants of
concern, their mobility in the Hanford environment, and their location in the vadose zone with
respect to ground surface.

The identified alternatives reflect the nature of the contaminants at each site and the assumed
land use. Currently, the land use for the 200 Areas is industrial in nature, associated with the
management of waste. This land use can be reasonably predicated to be the same for the next
50 yr, given DOE's current commitment to vitrify waste in the tank farms. Industrial use is
assumed after that period. However, loss of institutional control also is assumed after 150 yr for
evaluation purposes. The COCs are persistent beyond 150 yr at all the representative sites. After
150 yr, the risk to intruders becomes the controlling risk for the waste sites because of the high
levels of Cs-137 and Sr-90 associated with the representative sites. Risks to intruders were
calculated for the representative sites and the analogous waste sites, with characterization data, in
Appendix E.

6.1 DESCRIPTION OF EVALUATION CRITERIA

The EPA has developed nine CERCLA evaluation criteria, defined in EPA/540/G-89/004,
Guidancefor Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA,
(Interim Final), OSWER 9355.3-01, to address the statutory requirements and the technical and
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policy considerations important for selecting remedial alternatives. These criteria serve as the
basis for conducting detailed and comparative analyses and for the subsequent selection of
appropriate remedial actions.

The nine CERCLA evaluation criteria are as follows:

* Overall protection of human health and the environment
* Compliance with ARARs
. Long-term effectiveness and permanence
. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
. Short-term effectiveness
. Implementability
* Cost
. State acceptance
* Community acceptance.

The first two criteria, overall protection of human health and the environment and compliance
with ARARs, are threshold criteria. Alternatives that do not protect human health and the
environment or that do not comply with ARARs (or justify a waiver) do not meet statutory
requirements and are eliminated from further consideration in this FS.

The next five criteria (long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume through treatment; short-term effectiveness; implementability; and cost) are balancing
criteria on which the remedy selection is based. The CERCLA guidance for conducting an FS
lists appropriate questions to be answered when evaluating an alternative against the balancing
criteria (EPA/540/G-89/004). The detailed analysis process in this chapter addresses these
questions, providing a consistent basis for the evaluation of each alternative.

The final two criteria, state and community acceptance, are modifying criteria. The criterion of
state acceptance will be addressed in the Proposed Plan (DOE/RL-2004-10, ProposedPlanfor
the 200-TW-1 Scavenged Waste Group. 200-TW-2 Tank Waste Group, and 200-PW-5 Fission-
Product-Rich Waste Group Operable Units), a document prepared by the Tri-Parties. The
Proposed Plan will identify the preferred remedy (or remedies) accepted by the Tri-Parties. The
criterion of community acceptance will be evaluated following the issuance of the Proposed Plan
for public review and comment.

In addition to the CERCLA criteria, NEPA values have been incorporated into this document.
Assessment of these considerations is important for the integration of NEPA values into
CERCLA documents, as called for by both Secretarial Policy on National Environmental Policy
Act (DOE 1994) and DOE 0 45.l A, National Environmental Policy Act Compliance Program.
Potential effects on NEPA values also are discussed in this chapter.

6.1.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the
Environment

This criterion determines whether adequate protection of human health and the environment,
including preservation of natural systems and biological diversity, is achieved through
implementation of the remedial alternative. Protection includes reducing risk to acceptable
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levels, either by reducing contaminant concentrations or by eliminating potential routes for
exposure, and minimizing exposure threats introduced by actions during remediation.
Environmental protection includes avoiding or minimizing impacts to natural, cultural, and
historical resources. This criterion also evaluates the potential for human health risks, the extent
of those risks, and whether a net environmental benefit will result from implementing the
remedial alternative.

This first criterion is a threshold requirement and is the primary objective of the remedial action
program. As indicated in EPA guidance, this criterion and the criteria for compliance with
ARARs, long-term effectiveness and permanence and short-term effectiveness, overlap
(EPA/540/G-89/004). This feasibility study used the CERCLA risk range of 1 x 104 to 1 x 1V
for human health as the indication of protectiveness. Alternatives were measured against this
standard to determine if the alternative meets this criterion. Protection of groundwater was
measured against groundwater protection standards derived from the MCLs identified in
40 CFR 141 and on fate and transport modeling, reported in DOE/RL-2002-42. The ecological
compliance was evaluated using screening levels in WAC 173-340-900, Table 749-3, and
DOE/STD-1153-2002.

6.1.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements

The ARARs are any appropriate standards, criteria, or limitations under any Federal
environmental law or more stringent state requirement that must be either met or waived for any
hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant that will remain on site during or after
completion of a remedial action. The ARAR identification process is based on CERCLA
guidance (EPA/540/2-88/002, Technological Approaches to Cleanup of Radiologically
Contaminated Superfund Sites; EPA/540/G-89/004). Potential Federal and state chemical-,
location-, and action-specific ARARs associated with remediation of the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
and 200-PW-5 OUs are presented in Appendix B, and each alternative is assessed for compliance
against these ARARs. When an ARAR is not met, the basis for justifying a waiver must be
presented. Several of these ARARs address the protection, restoration, or enhancement of fish
and wildlife habitat and other natural, cultural, and historical resources.

6.1.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

This criterion addresses the results of a remedial action in terms of risks that remain at the site
after RAOs are met. The primary focus of this evaluation is the extent and effectiveness of the
controls that could be required to manage the risk posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated
wastes. The following components of the criterion are considered for each alternative.

Magnitude of residual risk to human and ecological receptors. - This factor assesses the
residual risk from untreated waste or treatment residue after remedial activities are
completed. The characteristics of the residual waste are considered to the degree that
they remain hazardous, taking into account their volume, toxicity, mobility, and
propensity to bioaccumulate.
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* Adequacy and reliability of controls. - This factor assesses the adequacy and suitability of
controls used to manage treatment residues or untreated wastes that remain at the site. It
also assesses the long-term reliability of management controls for providing continued
protection from residues, and it includes an assessment of the potential need to replace
the technical components of the alternative.

A related consideration is the restoration time required to reestablish sustainable environmental
conditions, including fish and wildlife habitat and cultural resources, where appropriate.
Residual risk to natural and cultural resources after conclusion of remedial activities also is
evaluated. Current environmental conditions are assessed against the alternative's long-term and
permanent solutions. The assessment considerations are based on whether lasting environmental
losses would be incurred for the sake of short-term cleanup gains, including whether
environmental restoration and/or mitigation options would be precluded if a remedial alternative
were implemented.

6.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
through Treatment

This criterion addresses the degree to which a remedial alternative reduces the toxicity, mobility,
or volume of a hazardous substance through treatment. Significant overall reduction can be
achieved by destroying toxic contaminants or by reducing total mass, contaminant mobility, or
total volume of contaminated media.

This criterion focuses on the following factors for each alternative:

* The treatment processes used and the materials treated

. Whether recycling, reuse, and/or waste minimization are used in the treatment process

. The type and quantity of treatment residuals that remain following treatment, and
whether any special treatment actions will be needed

" Whether the alternative satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal
element.

6.1.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

This criterion evaluates the potential effects on human health and the environment during the
construction and implementation phases of a remedial action. This criterion also considers the
speed with which an alternative achieves protection. The following factors are considered for
each alternative:

* Health and safety of remediation workers and reliability of protective measures taken.
Specifically, this involves any risk resulting from implementation, such as fugitive dust,
transportation of hazardous materials, or air quality impacts from off-gas emissions

* Physical, biological, and cultural impacts that might result from the construction and
implementation of the remedial action, and whether the impacts can be controlled or
mitigated
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. The amount of time for the RAOs to be met.

Short-term human health impacts are closely related to the duration of exposure to hazardous
waste and the risks associated with waste removal. The greater the exposure time, the greater the
risk. Guidelines will be followed during implementation of the remedial action to minimize
worker risks and maintain exposures ALARA.

Short-term environmental impacts are related primarily to the extent of physical disturbance of a
site and its associated habitat. Risks also can be associated with the potential disturbance of
sensitive species (e.g., bald eagles) because of increased human activity in the area.

6.1.6 Implementability

This criterion addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing an
alternative and the availability of the required services and materials.

The following factors are considered for each alternative:

. Technical feasibility

- The likelihood of technical difficulties in constructing and operating the alternative

- The likelihood of delays because of technical problems

- Uncertainties related to innovative technologies (e.g., failures)

" Administrative feasibility

- Ability to coordinate activities with other offices and agencies

- Potential for regulatory constraints to develop (e.g., as a result of uncovering buried
cultural resources or encountering endangered species)

* Availability of services and materials

- Availability of adequate onsite or offsite treatment storage capacity, and disposal
services, if necessary

- Availability of necessary equipment, specialists, and provisions to ensure obtaining
any additional resources, if necessary.

6.1.7 Cost

This criterion considers the cost of implementing a remedial alternative, including capital costs,
operation and maintenance costs, and monitoring costs. The cost evaluation also includes
monitoring of any restoration or mitigation measures for natural, cultural, and historical
resources.

The cost estimates for the purposes of this study are presented in either 2003 constant dollars or
present-value terms. The cost estimates were prepared from information available at the time of
this study. The actual cost of the project will depend on additional information gained during the
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remedial design phase, the final scope and design of the selected remedial action, the schedule of
implementation, the competitive market conditions, and other variables. However, most of these
factors are not expected to significantly affect the relative cost differences of alternatives.

6.1.8 State Acceptance

This criterion evaluates the technical and administrative issues and concerns that the EPA and
Ecology could have regarding a remedial alternative. The regulatory acceptance process would
involve a review and concurrence by the EPA and Ecology. This criterion will be addressed at
the time that the Proposed Plan is published.

6.1.9 Community Acceptance

This criterion evaluates the issues and concerns that the public may have regarding a remedial
alternative. This criterion will be addressed following public review of the Proposed Plan.

6.2 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This section presents the detailed analysis of the alternatives under an industrial (exclusive) land-
use scenario. This section also presents the NEPA evaluation.

Detailed evaluations were performed on all representative sites and other sites where sufficient
data are available. Data obtained at the representative sites were used to evaluate analogous
sites. Furthermore, for costing purposes, all sites within 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5
OUs are grouped in logical units for remedial actions. For example, the 216-B-50 Crib is part of
the 200-PW-5 OU. However, it is physically located in proximity to the 216-B-46 Crib, a
200-TW-1 OU waste site. Therefore, remedial actions likely would be applied on a physical site
basis. As such, the 216-B-50 Crib site is included in the cost evaluation for the 216-B-46 Crib.

The remainder of this chapter is evaluated on a representative site basis. The 216-B-46 Crib is
the representative site for the following analogous waste sites:

* The 216-B-43 through 216-B-45 Cribs and the 216-B-47 through 216-B-49 Cribs
(located proximal to the 216-B-46 Crib and commonly referred to as the BY Cribs)

. The 216-B-14 through 216-B-19 Cribs (located in the BC Cribs and Trenches area south
of the 200 East Area)

. The 216-B-20 through 216-B-22 Trenches (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches
area)

. The 216-B-23 through 216-B-34 Trenches (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches
area)

. The 216-B-42 Trench

6-6



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

. The 216-B-52 Trench (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches area)

* The 216-BY-201 Settling Tank and the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank

. The 200-E-1 14 Pipeline

. Unplanned Release UPR-200-E-9.

The 216-T-26 Crib is the representative site for the 216-T-18 Crib. The 216-B-5
Injection/Reverse Well is the representative site for the 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Well. The
216-B-7A Crib is the representative site for the following analogous waste sites:

. The 216-B-7B, 216-B-8, 216-B-9, 216-T-6, 216-T-7, and 216-T-32 Cribs
* The 216-T-5 Trench
. The 200-E-45 Sampling Shaft
. The 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks
. Unplanned Release UPR-200-E-7.

The 216-B-38 Trench is the representative site for the following analogous waste sites:

. The 216-B-35 through 216-B-37 Trenches and the 216-B-39 through 216-B-41 Trenches
" The 216-T-14 through 216-T-17 Trenches
. The 216-T-21 through 216-T-25 Trenches.

The 216-B-57 Crib is the representative site for the following analogous waste sites:

. The 216-B-50 Crib (this crib is one of the BY Cribs located north of the BY Tank Farm)
* The 216-B-I IA and 216-B-I IB French Drains
. The 216-B-62 Crib
* The 216-C-6 Crib
. The 216-S-9 Crib
. The 216-S-21 Crib
. UPR-200-W-108
. UPR-200-W-109.

The 216-B-58 Trench is the representative site for the analogous waste sites 216-B-53A,
216-B-53B, and 216-B-54 Trenches.

Tables 6-1 through 6-4 provide a summary of the detailed analysis for all of the waste sites in the
200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.

6.2.1 Detailed Analysis of Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 1 is retained for detailed analysis as a baseline description of the effects of taking no
action and is required by CERCLA regulations.

6.2.1.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

For the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites, the no-action alternative would
fail to provide overall protection of human health and the environment because contaminants at

6-7



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

concentrations above the PRGs would remain on site with no measures performed to prevent
intrusion to the contaminants or to monitor their migration. Because of these circumstances, this
alternative fails to meet this criterion under CERCLA for all seven waste site groups.

6.2.1.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Because no action would be taken to control the exposure pathway, this alternative would not
meet the ARARs for any of the seven waste site groups.

6.2.1.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence for Human Health. For all seven representative
sites and their associated analogous waste sites, the no-action alternative fails to provide long-
term effectiveness and permanence for human health, because contaminants would remain on
site at concentrations that are above the PRGs. Because of these circumstances, this alternative
fails to meet this criterion under CERCLA

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence for Groundwater. Contaminants are predicted to
reach the groundwater at all seven representative sites. Therefore, Alternative I does not provide
long-term effectiveness for groundwater protection.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence for the Environment. Based on representative
site data, three representative sites, the 216-B-46 Crib, the 216-T-26 Crib, and the 216-B-5
Injection/Reverse Well, meet the standard for protection of the environment in the 0 to 4.6 m
(0- to 15-ft) bgs zone. The other four representative sites, the 216-B-7A Crib, the 216-B-38
Trench, the 216-B-57 Crib, and the 216-B-58 Trench, have contaminants located in the shallow
soils (0 to 4.6 m [0 to 15 fi] bgs). Therefore, these four representative sites fail to meet the
protectiveness criterion for the environment.

6.2.1.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume would occur at all the waste sites in the form of
natural attenuation. Natural attenuation is a process that results in a reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume through the natural radioactive decay process. Radioactive decay is the only
process currently available to eliminate nuclear particle emissions. Most of the contaminants
identified during characterization would be influenced by the radioactive decay process;
however, concentrations are high enough to require long time periods for radionuclides to decay
to PRG levels (hundreds and, in a few cases, thousands of years).

In EPA/540/R-99/009, the EPA acknowledges that natural attenuation can be an appropriate
treatment for contaminated soil. Because of uncertainties in the science of natural attenuation
processes, the EPA considers source control and performance monitoring to be fundamental
components of the remedy. The no-action alternative does not use any source control or
monitoring. Because of the concentrations of contaminants and the substantial length of time
required for natural attenuation processes to meet PRGs, this alternative fails to meet this
criterion under CERCLA for all seven waste site groups.
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6.2.1.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

No short-term worker risks would be associated with the no-action alternative, because remedial
activities would not be conducted. Current risks to workers are not an issue because of existing
protective soil covers and appropriate safety measures for work activities. Current risks to the
environment would not be addressed for the 216-B-7A Crib, the 216-B-38 Trench, the 216-B-57
Crib, and the 216-B-58 Trench, where ecological risk exists (i.e., contaminants are above PRGs
in the 0 to 4.6 m [0 to 15-ft) zone). Three representative sites meet the ecological risk criterion.
Therefore, this alternative fails to meet this criterion at the three representative sites with shallow
contamination.

6.2.1.6 Implementability

The no-action alternative could be implemented immediately and would not present any
technical problems. All seven representative sites and their analogous waste sites currently are
undergoing in situ natural attenuation.

6.2.1.7 Cost

The no-action alternative would involve no cost.

6.2.2 Detailed Analysis of Alternative 2: Maintain
Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and
Monitored Natural Attenuation

Under this alternative, existing soil covers and/or caps would be maintained to provide protection
from intrusion by human and/or biological receptors. Legal and physical barriers also would be
used to prevent human access to the site. The existing soil covers and/or caps would break the
exposure pathway between human and ecological receptors and the contaminants. Groundwater
monitoring is included in this alternative.

6.2.2.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 2 would provide overall protection of human health and the environment for sites
that show protection of groundwater and achieve human health and environmental protection
within 150 years. Because the viability of institutional controls cannot be ensured past 150 yr,
this alternative generally fails to meet this criterion, because the majority of the waste sites
would have contamination that would not attenuate within 150 yr. Intruders may be exposed to
contaminants at levels above PRGs.

216-B46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - All waste sites in this group are assumed to exceed
groundwater protection criteria and have intruder risk above 15 mrem/yr at 150 yr, based on the
evaluation of the 216-B-46 Crib representative site. The 216-B-46 Crib and the majority of its
analogous sites have or are assumed to have significant concentrations of radionuclides just
below 4.6 m (15 Rt) bgs. These radionuclides pose a considerable threat to intruders (see
Table 6-5 and Appendix E for summary of intruder risks). These contaminants will take more
than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that would achieve PRGs for the protection of human
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intruders. As such, this alternative generally is not protective of human health or the
environment.

Two exceptions are the 200-E-1 14 Pipeline and UPR-200-E-9. The pipeline is a 6 cm (2.4-in.)
diameter steel pipe connecting the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank to the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank.
Two small leak areas, one near the B Tank Farm, (approximate areal extent of 185.9 m2

[2,000 fR2]), where the pipeline turns south, and one near the pipeline's junction with the
216-B-51 French Drain, (approximate areal extent of 182.4 m2 [1,962.5 1t 2]), are assumed to
exceed the criteria for protection of human health and the environment. The UPR site is
associated with approximately 41,800 L (11,042 gal) of effluent that overflowed from the
216-BY-201 Settling Tank to the ground. Both of these sites are expected to present risks to
human health and the environment because of possible contamination in the 4.6 in (15-ft) bgs
zone.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Both waste sites are assumed to exceed groundwater
protection criteria and have intruder risk above 15 mrem/yr at 150 yr, based on evaluation of the
216-T-26 Crib representative site. However, no contamination was present in the 4.6 in (15 ft)
bgs zone. The sites have or are assumed to have significant concentrations of radionuclides just
below 4.6 in (15 ft). These radionuclides pose a risk to intruders above RAOs (see Table 6-5 and
Appendix E). These contaminants will take more than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that
would achieve PRGs for the protection of human intruders. As such, this alternative is not
protective of human health or the environment for these waste sites.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Both waste sites are assumed to
exceed groundwater protection criteria and have intruder risk above 15 mrem/y, at 150 yr, based
on evaluation of the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well representative site. However, no
contamination is present in the 4.6 m (15-fl) bgs zone, because contaminants were injected deep
in the vadose zone. Waste at both sites was disposed of at depths over 30 m (100 11) bgs. The
216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well does not present a continuing risk to human health through
direct contact or to the environment. Wastes were injected 92 m (302 R) bgs approximately 3 m
(10 ft) into the water table during the operational period, which ended in 1947. As such, these
wastes do not present a risk to an intruder or to the near-surface ecology. Contaminants in the
vadose zone at the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well include Cs-137, Sr-90, and Pu-239/240.
While these contaminants could continue to impact groundwater, groundwater monitoring in the
area does not indicate continued mobilization to the water table. The water table in the area has
receded, so impacts from seasonal fluctuations in the water table are not expected.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - All waste sites in this group are assumed to exceed
groundwater protection criteria and have intruder risk above 15 mrem/yr at 150 yr. based on the
evaluation of the 216-B-7A Crib representative sites. Additionally, the 216-B-7A Crib, exceeds
ecological criteria in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-fl) bgs zone. The majority of the sites have
significant concentrations of radionuclides just below 4.6 m (15 11). These radionuclides pose a
considerable threat to intruders (see Table 6-5 and Appendix E). These contaminants will take
more than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that would achieve PRGs for the protection of
human intruders. As such, this alternative generally is not protective of human health or the
environment

6-10



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-38 Trench and its analogous sites are
assumed to exceed human health direct-contact and ecological PRGs in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-ft)
zone, based on the evaluation of the 216-B-38 Trench representative site. The majority of the
sites have significant concentrations of radionuclides just below 4.6 m (15 f). These
radionuclides pose a considerable threat to intruders (see Table 6-5 and Appendix E). These
contaminants will take more than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that would achieve PRGs
for the protection of human intruders. As such, this alternative generally is not protective of
human health or the environment.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-57 Crib and its analogous sites are
assumed to exceed human health direct-contact and ecological PRGs in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-if)
zone. The majority of the sites have significant concentrations of radionuclides just below 4.6 m
(15 fi). These radionuclides pose a risk to intruders above RAOs (see Table 6-5 and
Appendix E). These contaminants will take more than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that
would achieve PRGs for the protection of human intruders. As such, this alternative generally is
not protective of human health or the environment. An exception is the 216-B-57 Crib, where the
Hanford Barrier was installed in the early 1990s. This barrier acts to control infiltration of
precipitation and provides layers to eliminate intrusion by humans and ecological receptors.
Placement of this barrier is protective of human health and the environment at this site.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-58 Trench and its analogous sites
exceed human health direct-contact and ecological PRGs in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-f4) zone. In
addition, this site exceeds ecological criteria in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-ft) bgs zone. The majority
of the sites in this waste group have significant concentrations of radionuclides just below 3.7 m
(12 fl). These radionuclides pose a limited threat to intruders (see Table 6-5 and Appendix E).
Contaminants will take more than 150 yr to naturally attenuate to levels that would achieve
PRGs for the protection of human intruders. As such, this alternative generally is not protective
of human health or the environment.

6.2.2.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Under Alternative 2, ARARs generally would not be met at any of the seven representative sites.
Fate and transport modeling indicates that the mobile contaminants (e.g., cyanide, nitrate, nitrite,
Tc-99, and uranium) already observed in the groundwater are expected to continue to impact
groundwater. The modeling indicates that certain of the other long-lived contaminants
(e.g., Ra-226) also may reach the groundwater at concentrations exceeding their MCLs in the
future. In the absence of institutional controls, unauthorized intrusive activities to depths greater
than 4.6 m (15 fl) bgs would result in unacceptable exposures at most sites. Additionally, four
representative sites (216-B-7A Crib, 216-B-38 Trench, 216-B-57 Crib, and 216-B-58 Trench)
exceed human health and ecological risk-based PRGs in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-fl) zone; these
PRGs are based on ARARs. Also, one site, the 200-E-1 14 Pipeline, exceeds risk based PRGs for
ecological protection. This site has two small lead areas along the length of the pipeline, which
may present an increased risk.

The ARARs are met for the 216-B-57 Crib with the Hanford Barrier. The barrier breaks the
exposure pathways between the contaminants and the receptors. Contaminants are up to 12.5 m
(41 1f) below the surface of the barrier, thereby reducing to a negligible level the risk associated
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with intrusion by humans or biota. Intrusion layers incorporated into the cap design provide
even more protection. The contaminants will decay to PRG levels in about 330 yr. The life
cycle of the Hanford Barrier is about 1,000 yr and will provide long-term protectiveness at the
site.

DOEIRL-95-59, 200-BP-5 Operable Unit Treatability Test Report, concluded that risks from the
migration of groundwater at the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well were below levels of concern
because of the relative mobility of the principal contaminants (i.e., Cs-137, Sr-90, and
Pu-239/240). Similarly, the contaminants in the vadose zone just above the water table are
considered to be relatively immobile. Contaminants at these sites were emplaced deep in the
vadose zone; in the case of the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well, contaminants were injected at
and just above the historical water table level of approximately 86.9 n (285 fR) bgs. An ARAR
waiver at these sites may be required for protection of groundwater; however, groundwater
impacts are not expected to continue. The contamination in the groundwater will be addressed
through the RI/FS process for the 200-BP-5 OU.

6.2.2.3 Additional Considerations

As discussed above, analogous waste sites were evaluated using the representative site data and
then applying this information to the known information at each site. Occasionally differences
surface with regard to the process history, site size, or potential remedial action. The following
sites have site conditions different enough from their associated representative sites to affect the
detailed analysis:

* 216-B-51 French Drain - analogous to the 216-B-46 Crib
* 216-BY-201 Settling Tank - analogous to the 216-B-46 Crib
* 200-E-1 14 Pipeline - analogous to the 216-B-46 Crib
a 200-E-14 Siphon Tank - analogous to the 216-B-46 Crib
* 241-B-361 Settling Tank - analogous to the 216-B-7A Crib
* 241-T-361 Settling Tank - analogous to the 216-B-7A Crib
* 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Well - analogous to the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well.

The 216-B-51 French Drain received the same type of process waste as the 216-B-46 Crib;
however, the quantity of waste received was three orders of magnitude less than the
representative site. The 216-B-46 Crib site received 6,700 m3 (1,770,083 gal) of process waste,
while the 216-B-51 French Drain received only an estimated 1 mi3 (275 gal). Given this large
volume difference and the nature of the contaminants in the 216-B-46 Crib, the 216-B-51 French
Drain site should meet the criteria for overall protectiveness of human health and the
environment.

The 216-BY-201 Settling Tank and the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank received the same type of
scavenged waste as the 216-B-46 Crib. The 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks received
the same type of l" and 2"-cycle waste as the 216-B-7A Crib. The tanks were built to
temporarily hold waste before it was discharged to the waste sites. The tanks are not known to
have leaked, but are believed to contain some residual sludge. The sludge is assumed to
represent all risk associated with these tanks. Once the sludge is removed, the tanks should meet
the criteria for overall protectiveness of human health and the environment and for compliance
with ARARs.
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The threshold criteria also would be met for the 216-E-1 14 Pipeline, a 5 cm (2-in.) steel pipeline
that runs from the BY and C Tank Farms to the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank and the 216-B-14 through
216-B-19 Cribs. The pipeline is buried 2.1 to 3 m (7 to 10 ft) deep and is almost 4.8 km (3 mi)
long. The only evidence of leakage was the two small leaks mentioned above. Because of the
small diameter, the steel construction, and basic/neutral waste stream, significant leaks along the
pipeline are unlikely. Contamination associated with this pipeline is expected to be significantly
lower than the associated cribs and trenches and is expected to reach PRGs within the 150-yr
institutional control period. The two small areas of know contamination will be removed and
disposed of at ERDF. Additionally, a portion of the pipeline will be removed as part of the
remediation of the BC Cribs and Trenches area. The removal of this portion, which extends
from the BC Cribs to Route 4 South, will provide confirmatory data for the rest of the pipeline to
support the remedy selection.

The 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Well received process waste similar to the 216-B-5
Injection/Reverse Well. This waste was injected deep into the vadose zone at 32 to 62 m (105 to
203 it) bgs. Contaminants at the two sites are assumed to be similar. Because of the immobile
nature of these contaminants, future impacts to the groundwater are not expected at the 216-T-3
Injection/Reverse Well.

6.2.24 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Human Health:

This alternative would rely on natural attenuation (e.g., radioactive decay) to decrease
contaminants until concentrations reached levels that would be protective of human health and
the environment. As mentioned under Alternative 1, natural attenuation is a proven and
acceptable technology. This alternative would incorporate the use of institutional controls to
prevent inadvertent human and biological intrusion into the waste until contaminant
concentrations beneath the existing soil cover reached acceptable levels. Institutional controls
(e.g., deed restrictions, fencing, signage, monitoring of groundwater) would be required
components of this alternative. Although institutional controls generally are considered to be
proven and acceptable technologies meant to prevent access to residuals, they may not be
effective for the extended lengths of time needed to address the contaminants at the waste sites in
the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-TW-3 OUs (i.e., hundreds to thousands of years).
Institutional control and monitoring would be required for the entire time that contaminants
exceed PRGs to be effective. In many of these waste sites, the contaminant concentrations
remain sufficiently elevated at 150 yr to have an intruder risk above RAOs. Table 6-5 illustrates
the dose and risk to potential intruders associated with the representative sites and analogous
waste sites with data at 150 yr.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides
would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above PRGs and thus
would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would remain in the waste
sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders.

The 216-B-7A Crib has contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr institutional
control period. The analogous sites for this crib are assumed to have similar contaminants, with
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the exceptions noted below. Intruders at the 216-B-7A Crib and its analogous waste sites would
be exposed to significant radiological doses past 150 years. Given the current concentrations at
the representative site and its analogous sites with data, this alternative is not protective in the
long term, except at the following sites: at the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank and the 200-E-14
Siphon Tank, where sludge removal will reduce risk levels to meet RAOs; at the 200-E-l 14
Pipeline, where removal of the two small areas of contamination will reduce risk levels to meet
RAOs; and at the 216-B-51 French Drain, where the volume of waste received, 1 m3 (264 gal)
implies little risk at this site.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides in
this group would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above
PRGs and thus would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would
remain in the waste sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders.
The 216-T-26 Crib does not meet the 15 mrem dose to the general public or the CERCLA risk
range of 10-106 under the intruder scenario. The representative site also has contaminants that
would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr institutional control period. Intruders to these waste
sites could be exposed to significant radiological doses past 150 yr.

Given the current concentrations at the 216-T-26 Crib, this alternative is not protective in the
long term for the representative site or its analogous waste site.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Both waste sites in this group are
assumed to exceed groundwater protection criteria. Waste at both sites was disposed of at depths
over 30 m (100 Ift). As such, these wastes do not present a risk to an intruder or to the near
surface ecology. Contaminants in the vadose zone at 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well include
Cs-137, Sr-90, and Pu-239/240. While these contaminants could continue to impact
groundwater, groundwater monitoring in the area does not indicate continued mobilization to the
water table. The water table in the area has receded, so impacts from seasonal fluctuations in the
water table are not expected. Alternative 2 would include continued monitoring of contaminant
movement and would be protective in the long term as long as the monitoring activities are
maintained. The treatability test showed that if mobilized to the groundwater, the contaminants
were receptive to the pump-and-treat technology.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides
Would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above PRGs and thus
would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would remain in the waste
sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders. The representative
site does not meet the 15 mrem dose to the general public or the CERCLA risk range of 10' to
10'6 under the intruder scenario. The representative site also has contaminants that would remain
beyond the assumed 150-yr institutional control period. Intruders to these waste sites could be
exposed to significant radiological doses past 150 yr.

At the 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks, sludge removal will reduce risk levels to meet
RAOs; therefore, Alternative 2 is protective in the long term for the settling tanks. Given the
current concentrations at the representative site, Alternative 2 is not protective in the long term
for the 216-B-7A Crib and the rest of its analogous sites.
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216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides
would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above PRGs and thus
would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would remain in the waste
sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders. The representative
site does not meet the 15 mirem dose to the general public or the CERCLA risk range of 104
tol04 under the intruder scenario, and contaminants would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period. Intruders to these waste sites could be exposed to significant
radiological doses past 150 yr.

Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-38 Trench, this alternative is not protective in the
long term for this representative site or its analogous waste sites.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides
would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above PRGs and thus
would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would remain in the waste
sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders. The representative
site does not meet the 15 mrem dose to the general public or the CERCLA risk range of 10" to
10' under the intruder scenario, and contaminants would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period. Intruders to these many of these waste sites would be exposed to
significant radiological doses past 150 yr.

Based on evaluation of the representative site 216-B-57 Crib, this alternative is not protective in
the long term for the analogous sites. This alternative, however, is protective in the long-term
for the 216-B-57 Crib, because the Hanford Barrier has been constructed over the waste site.
This barrier was designed and built with a 1,000-yr effective life, which exceeds the time needed
to reach PRGs at this crib. The barrier provides infiltration and intrusion protection. Results of
the treatability testing and continued monitoring at the barrier indicate that it performs very well
at preventing infiltration and is very stable.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Under Alternative 2, chemicals and radionuclides
would remain in the vadose zone beneath the waste sites at concentrations above PRGs and thus
would be a potential threat to groundwater. In addition, radionuclides would remain in the waste
sites at concentrations that would result in potential risk to human intruders. The 216-B-58
Trench does meet the 15 mrem dose to the general public and the CERCLA risk range of 10" to
10' under the intruder scenario. Contaminants at 150 yr would still exceed human health and
ecological direct exposure PRGs.

Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-58 Trench, this alternative is not protective in the
long term for the representative site or its analogous waste sites.

Protection of Groundwater:

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-46 Crib exceeds the groundwater
protection PRGs for antimony, cadmium, cyanide, nitrate, uranium, Tc-99, U-238, Co-60, and
Ra-226. These contaminants appear as elevated concentrations found throughout the soil column
to nearly 67 m (220 ft) bgs. The analogous waste sites with data also have similar contaminants
that pose a threat to groundwater. Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-46 Crib and its
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analogous waste sites with data, this alternative is not protective of the groundwater for the
representative site or its analogous waste sites.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - The 216-T-26 Crib exceeds the groundwater protection
PRGs for cyanide, nitrate, nitrite, uranium, Tc-99, U-233/234/238, and Pu-239. These
contaminants appear as elevated concentrations found throughout the soil column to nearly 61 m
(200 ft) bgs. Given the current concentrations at the 216-T-26 Crib, this alternative is not
protective of the groundwater for the representative site or its analogous waste site.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Contaminants disposed of to the
216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well were injected at the water table. Contaminants identified in the
vadose zone above the water table and in the groundwater include Sr-90, Cs-137, uranium, and
Pu-239/240. These contaminants are found throughout the soil column to nearly 86.9 m (285 1)
below ground surface. DOE/RL-95-59 concluded that risks from the migration of groundwater
at the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well were below levels of concern because of the relative
mobility of the principal contaminants (i.e., Cs-137, Sr-90, and Pu-239/240. Alternative 2 would
provide protection to the groundwater by continued monitoring, in association with the depth and
relative immobility of the contaminants.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-7A Crib exceeds the groundwater
protection PRGs for cyanide, fluoride, nitrate, Tc-99, U-233/234/238, and Sr-90. These
contaminants appear as elevated concentrations found throughout the soil column to nearly 67 m
(222 ft) bgs. Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-7A Crib, this alternative is not
protective of the groundwater at the representative site or at its analogous waste sites.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-38 Trench exceeds the groundwater
protection PRGs for nitrate, nitrite, uranium, Tc-99, and U-233/234/238. These contaminants
appear as elevated concentrations found throughout the soil column to nearly 67 m (220 fl) bgs.
Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-38 Trench, this alternative is not protective of the
groundwater at the representative site or at its analogous waste sites.

216-B-57 Crib and Analogous Sites - The 216-B-57 Crib exceeds the groundwater protection
PRGs for Tc-99, because elevated concentrations are found throughout the soil column to nearly
54 m (177 11) bgs. Given the current concentrations at the 216-B-57 Crib, this alternative is not
protective of the groundwater for the analogous waste sites. This alternative is protective at the
216-B-57 Crib, where the Hanford Barrier is installed.

216-B-58 Trench and Analogous Sites - The 216-B-58 Trench exceeds the groundwater
protection PRGs for selenium and nitrate. The other COCs at this site are Cs-137 and Sr-90,
both immobile radionuclides. As such, this alternative is not protective of groundwater.

The Environment:

Table 2-7 lists the depths to the top of the contamination for all the waste sites in these OUs. For
sites with contamination in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-fl) zone, ecological risks are assumed, based
on the nature of the contamination at the representative sites. Alternative 2 is not considered
protective if the contaminants in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-fl) zone will not reach ecological PRGs
within 150 yr. Alternative 2 is considered protective if contaminants are below this zone.
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6.2.2.5 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume would occur in the form of natural attenuation at all of
the waste sites. Natural attenuation is a process that results in a reduction of toxicity, mobility,
or volume through the natural radioactive decay process. Radioactive decay is the only process
currently available to eliminate nuclear particle emissions. Most of the contaminants identified
during characterization would be influenced by the radioactive decay process; however,
concentrations are high enough to require long time periods for radionuclides to decay to PRG
levels (hundreds and, in a few cases, thousands of years).

In EPA/540/R-99/009, the EPA acknowledges that natural attenuation can be an appropriate
treatment for contaminated soil. Because of uncertainties in the science-of-natural-attenuation
process, the EPA considers source control and performance monitoring to be fundamental
components of the alternative.

While this alternative provides a reduction in the mass of radioactive contaminants at the site, the
time needed to meet the PRGs generally is greater than 150 yr. Furthermore, Alternative 2 does
not provide a method to limit infiltration into the waste sites and, therefore, does not prevent the
mobilization of contaminants to the water table. An exception is the Hanford Barrier on the
216-B-57 Crib. This barrier limits infiltration to the waste zone, thereby reducing the mobility of
the contaminants.

6.2.2.6 Short-Term Effectiveness

6.2.2.6.1 Remediation Worker Risk

Risks to workers for this alternative were compared to the baseline no-action alternative. For
Alternative 2, only minimal short-term worker risks are expected at all seven representative sites,
associated with monitoring and maintenance activities. Most of the analogous sites have a soil
cover associated with backfill after construction and with stabilization activities conducted on the
Hanford Site. Therefore, short-term risks to the workers under Alternative 2 are minimal and
controllable. Experienced workers using appropriate safety precautions would conduct the
maintenance and surveillance activities. Risks would decrease over time as the radionuclides
decay. Also, DOE control of the Central Plateau is assumed for at least the next 50 years, given
DOE's commitment to vitrify the waste in the tank farms. Therefore, failure of this alternative in
the short term is considered unlikely.

6.2.2.6.2 Impact to Environment During Remediation

This alternative reduces the risk to human and ecological receptors through the use of existing
soil covers and the implementation of institutional controls. Currently, some sites have
contamination within the shallow soils from 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15 ft) (see Table 2-7). As such,
short-term impacts to vegetation and wildlife may occur at these sites during the implementation
of this alternative. The waste sites have been highly disturbed, and the existing soil cover does
provide protection for all but the deeply rooted plants or deep burrowing animals. The short-
term impacts to the environment are expected to be low. Sites with contamination below 4.6 m
(15 ft) do not present short-term impacts to the environment, because the contaminants are
located below the zone of intrusion for vegetation and wildlife.
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6.2.2.6.3 Time to Meet the Remedial Action Objectives

This alternative reduces the risk to human and ecological receptors through the use of existing
soil covers and the implementation of institutional controls to eliminate exposure pathways. The
RAOs can only be fully met through natural radiological decay of contaminants, which can take
hundreds to thousands of years to achieve. Therefore, this alternative does not meet RAOs in a
reasonable time frame, with the exception of the following waste sites:

* 216-B-57 Crib, where the Hanford Barrier provides infiltration protection with a life
cycle greater than necessary for the contaminants to naturally decay to acceptable levels

* The 216-B-51 French Drain, where only a small volume of waste was discharged

* The 216-BY-201, 241-B-361, and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks and the 200-E-14 Siphon
Tank, where removal of the sludge is anticipated to meet the PRGs

0 The 200-E-1 14 Pipeline, where only limited contamination is expected, at leak sites that
would not pose a threat to groundwater

. The 216-B-5 and 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Wells, where the contamination has already
reached the groundwater.

6.2.2.7 Implementability

Alternative 2 could be readily implemented and would not present technical problems at any of
the representative sites or analogous waste sites. This alternative currently is being implemented
through Hanford Site access controls, surface and subsurface radiation area work and access
controls, and the waste site/radiation area surveillance and maintenance program. Also, this
alternative currently is implemented at the 216-B-57 Crib, where maintenance and monitoring
activities have been ongoing successfully since 1994.

6.2.2.8 Cost

Cost estimates for the alternative were developed based on existing costs for similar activities
currently conducted on the Hanford Site. Details of the cost estimates are presented in
Appendix D. The costs for each waste site, or group of waste sites, are summarized in Table 6-1.
The input parameters used in these estimates are the best available at this time, but in many cases
the data on contaminants of concern, site locations, and site dimensions are limited. The
uncertainties identified above are similar for all of the sites evaluated in this FS. Despite these
uncertainties, the cost estimates are of sufficient quality to fulfill the primary objective, which is
to aid in selecting preferred remedial alternatives.

This alternative involves costs for activities similar to current activities. These involve periodic
surveillance of the waste sites for evidence of contamination and biologic intrusion;
emplacement of vegetation, herbicide application, or other activities to control deep-rooted
plants; control of deep burrowing animals; maintenance of signs and/or fencing; maintenance of
the existing soil cover (including an assumed periodic addition of soil); administrative controls;
and site reviews. The present-worth costs assume a 3.2 percent discount rate (based on 2003
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Office of Management and Budget information) and assumes an operation and maintenance
period equal to the time required for PRGs to be met. Long-term monitoring costs associated
with groundwater are not included in this cost estimate, because contaminated groundwater in
the 200 East Area will be addressed by the 200-BP-5 and 200-PO-1 OUs, and contaminated
groundwater in the 200 West Area will be addressed by the 200-UP-1 and 200-ZP-l OUs.

6.2.3 Detailed Analysis of Alternative 3: Removal,
Treatment, and Disposal

Under Alternative 3, contaminated soil and debris (such as concrete or wood associated with
cribs) would be removed, treated as necessary to meet waste acceptance criteria, and disposed of
to an approved waste disposal facility. Soils would be removed to meet PRGs. Alternative 3 has
two disposal paths: one for disposal of soils contaminated with transuranic constituents above
100 nCi/g and one for disposal of soils that are not contaminated above these levels or that do not
have transuranic constituents. These latter soils will be disposed of on-site at the ERDF facility.
Some soil blending will be required to meet health and safety standards and waste acceptance
criteria before the soils are disposed of at the ERDF facility, based on the data collected for the
representative and analogous waste sites that have been characterized. Alternative 3 would
remove contaminated waste and soil from waste sites to a depth to meet the RAOs. Soil
contamination above PRGs is generally at a depth of 4.6 m to 67 m (15 to 220 fR) bgs.

One of the representative sites, the 216-B-7A Crib, was found to have concentrations of
Pu-239/240 above 100 nCi/g. The maximum concentration ofPu-239/240 found at this site was
153,000 pCi/g. This site received 4,300 g of plutonium during its operation. Based on process
knowledge, estimated inventories received, and the results of the RI work, five other sites may
contain transuranic constituents: the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well, 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse
Well, 216-T-6 Crib, 216-T-32 Crib, and 216-B-53A Trench. Excavated soil that is determined to
contain more than 100 nCi/g of transuranic constituents will be handled, packaged, stored, and
ultimately disposed of in accordance with ARARs. Disposal likely will be to the Waste Isolation
Pilot Plant.

This alternative generally provides a high degree of overall protection of human health and the
environment, because contaminants are removed to meet PRGs. However, under this alternative,
workers are exposed to highly contaminated soils with substantial dose rates. Removal of the
contaminants provides for the most flexibility for future land use.

In general, the representative sites had contamination to depths near the water table. In addition,
contaminant concentrations at the bottom of the representative sites tended to be very high,
especially for Cs-137 and Sr-90. Excavation to these depths and in these levels of contamination
is difficult, requires workers to be exposed to the high contaminant concentrations as well as
risks associated with deep excavations, and has the potential to impact neighboring facilities,
such as the tank farms. This type of excavation is expensive and creates considerable waste that
requires disposal.

This alternative would provide protection to future humans and the environment because the
contaminants are removed from the waste site. The groundwater would be protected. Because
contaminants above PRGs would be removed from a waste site and placed in an approved
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disposal facility, failure of this alternative is not likely. Residual risks would be at acceptable
levels for human health, environmental, and groundwater protection. Verification sampling
would be conducted to determine that PRGs are met by the removal activities. Risks associated
with the failure of the disposal facility are not evaluated here, but are evaluated as part of the
permitting process for the facility.

The contaminants associated with the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites
result in significant dose to workers, who would be exposed during the excavation and disposal
processes. Table 6-2 summarizes the dose to workers associated with the excavation and
disposal process. Special excavation techniques, such as limited excavation lifts, downblending
for health and safety, and protection systems (e.g., equipment modifications, decontamination
areas) likely would be necessary to support this alternative, which would significantly increase
costs and disposal capacity (these are discussed in greater detail in the following subsections).

6.2.3.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants at this representative site extend from
4.6 to 67 m (15 to 220 fR) bgs. High concentrations of Cs-137 and Sr-90 (e.g., 12.9 million pCi/g
Cs-1 37 at the 216-B-48 Crib and 14.2 million pCi/g Sr-90 at the 216-B-47 Crib [concentrations
at time of collection in 1992) were found at the bottoms of the waste sites with data.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Contaminants at this representative site extend from
4.6 to 61 m (15 to 200 ft) bgs. High concentrations of Cs-137 and Sr-90 are found at the bottom
of each of the cribs (e.g., 47,900 pCi/g of Cs-137 and 49,100 pCi/g Sr-90).

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Contaminants at this representative
site were found from 73 to 87 m (240 to 285 ft) bgs. Elevated concentrations of Cs-1 37
(51,300 pCi/g), Sr-90 (60,000 pCi/g), Pu-239/240 (75,000 pCi/g), and Am-241 (2,540 pCi/g)
were found just above the water line. Because of the nature of contaminants disposed at this site
and data gathered at other sites, both the 216-B-5 and 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Wells have a
potential to contain TRU waste in the excavated soil column.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants at this representative site extend from
4.3 to 67.7 m (14 to 222 f1) bgs. High concentrations of Sr-90 (5.7 million pCi/g), Cs-137
(153,000 pCi/g), and Pu-239/240 (153,000 pCi/g, which is above the definition of TRU waste
limits) are found at the bottom of the crib.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants at this representative site extend
from 4.6 to 67 in (15 to 220 11) bgs. High concentrations of Cs-137 were found at the bottom of
the trench (226,000 pCi/g).

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants at this representative site extend from
4.6 to 54 m (15 to 177 ft) bgs. High concentrations of Cs-137 (2 million pCi/g) and Sr-90
(570,000 pCi/g) were found at the bottom of the crib.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants at this representative site extend
from 3.4 to 7.6 m (11 to 25 ft) bgs. Low concentrations of Cs-137 (14,000 pCi/g) were found at
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the bottom of the trench. Excavation to this depth and in these concentrations is accomplished
with standard construction equipment.

6.2.3.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Alternative 3 would comply with ARARs by removing soil that exceeds the PRGs and by
removing structures. Action-specific ARARs, such as worker and environmental exposure
standards, may be exceeded under this alternative without proper protection standards during
implementation.

6.2.3.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Human Health:

This alternative will remove contaminants to meet human health RAOs. Both EPA and Ecology
cleanup authorities prescribe remedies that use permanent solutions to the maximum extent
practicable and where cost effective. Removal of contaminants would be a permanent solution at
the waste sites; much of the waste would, however, remain on site at the ERDF.

Excavation is a proven and acceptable technology used to remove contaminated soils. However,
excavation to depths below 7.6 m (25 fR) bgs can become difficult and require the use of more
sophisticated digging techniques, such as the use of approach ramps, extensive removal of clean
material to obtain adequately safe side slopes, limited surface exposure, or limited lift removal.
Excavation with dust suppression and health and safety controls is proven to handle potential
problems with excavating large soil sites.

216-1-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The high concentrations of Cs-137 and Sr-90
associated with these sites pose a significant dose potential to workers. The dose for the
excavation of the 216-B-43 through 216-B-50 Cribs is estimated to be 935 rem. The other
analogous sites will experience similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be
required to implement this alternative. Modifications to standard excavation equipment such as
shielding, extra long excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and
specialized monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - The high concentrations of Cs-137 and Sr-90
associated with these sites pose a significant dose potential to workers. The dose for the
216-T-26 Crib is estimated to be 0.54 rem. The analogous site will experience similar total dose.
As such, special controls and shielding of workers and equipment are necessary.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - The high concentrations of Cs-137,
Sr-90, Am-241, and Pu-239/240 associated with these sites may pose a significant dose potential
to workers. More extensive worker protection would be required to implement this alternative.
Modification to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long excavation arms (to
provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized monitoring and sampling
equipment may be necessary.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The high concentrations of Cs-137, Sr-90, and
Pu-239/240 associated with the representative site pose a significant dose potential to workers.
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The dose for the 216-B-7A Crib is estimated to be 6 rem. The analogous sites will experience
similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to implement this
alternative. Modifications to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long
excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized
monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.

Excavated soils with transuranic constituents above 100,000 pCi/g would be analyzed, treated if
necessary, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The only waste currently identified
in this FS as potentially requiring disposal to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (e.g., greater than
100,000 pCi/g) is about 8.4 M3 (300 W9) of soil beneath the 216-B-7A Crib. When excavated,
this soil must be placed in containers, certified, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The high concentrations of Cs-137 associated with
the representative site pose a significant dose potential to workers. The dose for the 216-B-35
through 216-B-41 Trench waste sites is estimated to be 1,560 rem. The other analogous sites
will experience similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to
implement this alternative. Modification to standard excavation equipment such as shielding,
extra long excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and
specialized monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The high concentrations of Cs-137 and Sr-90
associated with the representative site and analogous sites pose a significant dose potential to
workers. The Hanford Barrier exists on the 216-B-57 Crib and, as such, excavating this site is
impractical. Therefore, the analytical data from the 216-B-57 Crib was used along with the area
of the 216-B-62 Crib was used to evaluate the potential dose to workers. The dose for the 216-
B-62 Crib is estimated to be 10.7 rem. The other analogous sites will experience similar total
dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to implement this alternative.
Modification to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long excavation sticks
(to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized monitoring and sampling
equipment are necessary.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The concentrations of Cs-137 associated with the
216-B-58 Trench pose a potential dose to workers of 0.04 rem. The analogous sites will
experience similar total dose. The 216-B-53A Trench received 100 g of plutonium and may
have concentrations of transuranic constituents above 100,000 pCi/g.

Overall Protection of Groundwater:

Contaminants are removed to meet the RAOs and, as such, this alternative meets the objectives
of this criterion for all the waste sites.

Overall Protection of the Environment:

All contaminated soil in the 0 to 4.6 in (0 tol 5 fl) bgs zone is removed under this alternative.
Therefore, this criterion is met. Excavation and transportation of waste and structures would
disturb areas beyond the waste site boundaries during the implementation period. These areas
would need to be revegetated after disturbance and would require activities to control intrusion
by non-native, noxious plants. This should not adversely affect the alternative in the long term
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or permanently. Because of the large volumes of backfill material that would be needed to fill
excavations in excess of 60 m (200 ft), borrow areas would be impacted. Some of the identified
borrow areas are in potentially ecologically sensitive areas.

6.2.3.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume would occur in the form of natural attenuation.
Natural attenuation is a process that results in a reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through the natural radioactive decay process. Radioactive decay is the only process currently
available to eliminate nuclear particle emissions. Most of the contaminants identified during
characterization would be influenced by the radioactive decay process; however, concentrations
are high enough to require long time periods for radionuclides to decay to PRG levels (hundreds
and, in a few cases, thousands of years).

In EPA/540/R-99/009, the EPA acknowledges that natural attenuation can be an appropriate
treatment for contaminated soil. Because of uncertainties in the science of natural attenuation
process, the EPA considers source control and performance monitoring to be fundamental
components of the alternative.

In general, the removal, treatment, and disposal alternative would include treatment to reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume. However, with the availability of the ERDF, treatment is not
anticipated. Radiological decay ultimately results in reduction of toxicity and volume. Based on
the information contained in the RI reports, waste at all sites meets the ERDF waste acceptance
criteria. When the in situ waste soil exceeds the ERDF waste acceptance criterion of 50 mR/h
physical treatment, downblending with less contaminated soil will be performed at the
excavation site to meet health and safety and disposal requirements. Movement of the waste to
the ERDF will result in reduction of mobility. The ERDF will provide additional protection
against remobilization of contaminants over their current location.

6.2.3.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Experienced workers using appropriate safety precautions would conduct these activities. Risks
to workers for this alternative were compared to the baseline no-action alternative. For
Alternative 3, dose to the remediation worker would be very high. Short-term effects of this
alternative would be associated primarily with worker safety during waste excavation (soil and
structures), handling, transportation, and disposal. Unprotected workers present an unacceptable
risk because of the concentrations and nature of the contaminants at the waste sites. The major
contaminants in the waste sites are short-lived radionuclides (Cs-137 and Sr-90) that emit a very
high dose. Excavation workers, truck drivers, and waste management workers would be exposed
to dose rates that require special protections. These protections would include shielding, HEPA
filtration for breathing air, and equipment modification to provide additional shielding from the
source. Specific risks are detailed below.

Remediation Worker Risk:

Remediation worker risk for the representative sites is discussed in Section 6.2.3.3. The high
concentrations associated with many of these sites would result in high doses to workers and

6-23



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

would require special protections during excavation, handling, transportation, and disposal of the
excavated soils.

Impact to Environment during Remediation:

Physical disruption of the waste sites during excavation, increased human activity and noise, plus
the generation of fugitive dust, will affect local biological resources. Both Cs-137 and Sr-90
have low screening levels for biota. Extra efforts would need to be in place to limit exposure
during remediation. Air monitoring around the waste sites would be used to monitor potential air
releases (e.g., waste or fill-material particulates) that could affect the public and the environment.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation for the 216-B-46 Crib representative
site and all of its analogous sites would cover approximately 77 ha (190 acres).

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - The excavation for the 216-T-26 Crib and 216-T-18
Crib would cover approximately 7.4 ha (18.7 acres).

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - The excavation for the 216-B-5
Injection/Reverse Well and 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Well would cover approximately 11.5 ha
(28.4 acres).

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation for the 216-B-7A Crib representative
site and all of its analogous sites would cover approximately 73.5 ha (181.6 acres).

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation for the 216-B-38 Trench
representative site and all of its analogous sites would cover approximately 27.5 ha (68 acres).

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation of the 216-B-11A and 216-B-111B
French Drains, 216-B-62 Trench, 216-C-6 Crib, and 216-C-21 Crib would cover a total of
approximately 6.5 ha (15.9 acres).

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation of the 216-B-58 Trench
representative site and all if its analogous sites would cover approximately 0.7 ha (1.8 acres).

Time to Meet the Remedial Action Objectives:

This alternative prevents the risk to human or ecological receptors by moving the source to an
engineered disposal facility. Once the contaminants are removed, four of the five RAOs are met.
The only RAO not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment wildlife habitat.
However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little habitat for
vegetation and wildlife.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites -Design and construction of the removal, treatment, and
disposal alternative for this waste group would take 67 years to implement.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Design and construction of the removal, treatment, and
disposal alternative for this waste group could take approximately 16 months.
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216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Design and construction of the
removal, treatment, and disposal alternative for this waste group could take 16 months.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the removal, treatment,
and disposal alternative for this waste group could take 24 months.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the removal, treatment,
and disposal alternative for this waste group would take 23 years to implement.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the removal, treatment,
and disposal alternative for this waste group would take 24 months to implement.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the removal, treatment,
and disposal alternative for this waste group would take 16 months to implement.

6.2.3.6 Implementability

The excavation of contaminated soils is technically implementable, although more sophistical
excavation equipment and techniques, the use of approach ramps, and possibly shoring would be
required.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation
would be advanced to a depth of 67 m (220 I) bgs. Every 0.3 in (I It) of excavation would
require 0.46 m (1.5 I) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure
significantly increases the amount of material excavated. At the 216-B-43 through 216-B-50
Cribs, the excavation would extend into the existing cap on the 216-B-57 Crib. Excavation at the
216-B-43 through 216-B-50 Cribs encompasses 7.7 ha (19 acres). To remove the contaminants
of concern at this group, 22 million mi (29 million yd3) of soil would have to be removed. The
contaminated soil would be disposed of at ERDF. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is
5.85 million m3 (7.65 million yd') (as of February 6, 2004). The contaminated soil associated
with this group is 5.7 million m3 (7.4 million yd'). This quantity of contaminated soil represents
97 percent of the available disposal volume at ERDF. As such, this alternative is not practical
without additional capacity at the ERDF facility.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation would
be advanced to a depth of61 m (200 ft). Every 0.3 m (1 It) of excavation would require 0.46 m
(1.5 R) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure significantly
increases the amount of material excavated. Excavation at the 216-T-26 and 216-T-18 Cribs
encompasses 7.4 ha ('8. 2 acres). To remove the contaminants of concern at this waste site
group, 1.6 million m (2.1 million yd') of soil would have to be removed. The contaminated soil
would be disposed of at ERDF. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is 5.85 million m3
(7.65 million yd (as of February 6, 2004). The contaminated soil associated with this waste
group is 9,283 m (12,134 yd'). This quantity of contaminated soil represents less than 1 percent
of the available disposal volume at ERDF.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - To remove soils above the PRGs, the
excavation would be advanced to a depth of 86 m (285 I) bgs. Every 0.3 m (1 I) of excavation
would require 0.46 m (1.5 ft) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety
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measure significantly increases the amount of material excavated. To remove the contaminants
of concern at these sites, 3.1 million m 3 (4.1 million yd3) of soil would have to be removed. The
contaminated soil at this waste site group is only 2,964 m 3 (3,875 yd3). Another major
uncertainty is the lateral extent of the contamination at this waste site group. Defining the lateral
extent of contamination will be done as part of the design effort. Even with this additional
sampling, a high degree of uncertainty regarding to the total volume to be disposed will remain
because of the limited sample size. If contaminants extend beyond the limits of the excavation,
chasing the contaminants until the groundwater RAOs are met would be very difficult.
Therefore, removing over 3.1 million in3 (4 million yd3) of soil, and considering the large area
needed to stockpile the overburden, is considered impractical.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation
would be advanced to a depth of 67.7 m (222 fi) bgs. Every 0.3 m (1 ft) of excavation would
require 0.46 m (1.5 ft) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure
significantly increases the amount of material excavated. To remove the contaminants of
concern at these waste sites, 1.7 million m3 (22.4 million yd3) of soil would have to be removed.
Excavation at the 216-B-7A and 216--7B Cribs extends more than 18 m (60 fi) inside the
B Tank Farm aid covers 4.3 ha (10.6 acres). This would result in interferences with tank farm
underground utilities and process piping. As such, significant coordination would be required to
implement this alternative. Contaminated soil meeting the ERDF waste acceptance criteria
would be disposed of on site. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is 5.85 million m3

(7.65 million yd3) (as of February 6, 2004). The contaminated soil associated with this waste
group is 63,710 m3 (83,281 yd3). Given the interferences at the B Tank Farm, this alternative is
not implementable.

Excavated soils with transuranic constituents above 100,000 pCi/g would be analyzed, treated if
necessary, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The only waste currently identified
in this FS as potentially requiring disposal to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (e.g., greater than
100,000 pCi/g) is about 8.4 M3 (300 13) of soil beneath the 216-B-7A Crib. When excavated,
this soil must be placed in containers, certified, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation
would be advanced to a depth of 67 m (220 fi). Every 0.3 m (1 ft) of excavation would require
0.46 in (1.5 fl) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure
significantly increases the amount of material excavated. Excavation at the 216-B-38 Trench
impinges on the BX Tank Farm and covers 10.8 ha (26.6 acres). This would result in
interferences with tank farm underground utilities and process piping. To remove the
contaminants of concern at these waste sites, 8.9 million m3 (11.6 million yd3) of soil would have
to be removed. The contaminated soil would be disposed at ERDF. The current remaining
capacity of ERDF is 5.85 million m3 (7.65 million yd3) (as of February 6,2004). The
contaminated soil associated with this waste group is 1.9 million m3 (2.5 million yd3). This
quantity of contaminated soil represents 33 percent of the available disposal volume at ERDF.
As such, this alternative consumes a large portion of the ERDF facility.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The 216-B-57 Crib has a surface barrier installed over
the crib and, as such, is not considered in the implementability evaluation of this alternative. All
of the analogous sites are considered. To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation would be
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advanced to a depth of 54 m (177 f) bgs. Every 0.3 m (I fi) of excavation would require 0.46 m
(1.5 I1) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure significantly
increases the amount of material excavated. Excavation at all of its analogous waste sites covers
6.5 ha (15.9 acres). This would result in interferences with tank farm underground utilities and
process pipin . To remove the contaminants of concern at the analogous waste sites,
1.3 million m (1.7 million yd') of soil would be removed. The contaminated soil would be
disposed of at ERDF. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is 5.85 million m 3

(7.65 million yd3) (as of February 6,2004). The contaminated soil associated with this waste
group is 66,846 m3 (87,380 yd3). This quantity of contaminated soil represents approximately
1 percent of the available disposal volume at ERDF. However, given the large volume of
excavated soil and large land area need to stockpile the overburden soil, this alternative is
considered not practicable.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The excavation of contaminated soils is technically
implementable for these waste sites. To remove soils above the PRGs, the excavation would be
advanced to a depth of 7.3 m (24 I) bgs. Every 0.3 in (1 ft) of excavation would require 0.46 m
(1.5 ft) of side slope for a 1:1.5 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure increases the
amount of material excavated. To remove the contaminants of concern at these waste sites,
25,289 m3 (33,070 yd3) of soil would be removed. The contaminated soil would be dis osed of
at ERDF. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is 5.85 million m3 (7.65 million yd ) (as of
February 6, 2004). The contaminated soil associated with this waste group is 3,457 m3

(4,519 yd'). Given the shallow depth of contamination and the lower contamination levels, this
alternative is considered implementable for the 216-B-58 Trench and its analogous waste sites.

Another consideration for all the waste sites is coordination with other agencies. Limited
coordination with other agencies and local governments would be necessary after approval of the
alternative. Excavation and disposal would require coordination with state agencies to assess
matters relative to storm water control and the potential for radioactive air emissions.

Finally, if the entire volume of contaminated soil from all the waste sites were disposed at
ERDF, approximately 10.1 million cubic yards of volume would be required for the 200-TW-1,
200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs. This exceeds the current capacity of ERDF.

6.2.3.7 Cost

Costs, shown on Table 6-2, are based on the use of standard excavation equipment without
modifications for use in high dose areas (e.g., hydraulic excavators, front-end loaders, tractor
trailers). Modifications to the standard equipment would be determined and would add
additional cost to this alternative. This additional cost is considered minor with respect to the
cost to implement the alternative and would fall within the CERCLA cost estimate range.
Included in the costs are mobilizing personnel and equipment; monitoring, sampling, and
analysis; and excavating, transporting the waste to the ERDF, disposing of the waste at the
ERDF, backfilling with onsite resources, additional backfilling from a local stockpile,
revegetating, and performing prime contractor oversight. The costs are based on the assumption
that a subcontractor will do the work, with oversight performed by prime contractor personnel.
The cost estimate assumes that the subcontractor personnel are wearing Level C personnel
protective equipment (e.g., coveralls and air-filter respirators). Additional detail regarding the
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cost basis can be found in Appendix D. Costs in Appendix D represent the cost to remove only
the radionuclides, except Tc-99, to the PRGs. Chemical contamination and Tc-99 extend deeper
into the soil column. To remediate all chemical contaminants and Tc-99, excavations would
extend approximately 67.1 m (220 ft) bgs. This additional cost represents an additional
$7.8 billion to remove all contaminated soils to meet PRGs.

6.2.4 Detailed Analysis of Alternative 4: Capping

Three types of caps were analyzed for this alternative. The Modified RCRA C barrier was
analyzed on all the waste sites except the 216-B-57 Crib. Currently, this site is capped with the
Hanford Barrier. As such, the Hanford Barrier was analyzed at this site and at sites with
potential transuranic constituents above levels of concern.

6.2.4.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative would remove the exposure pathways to receptors through placement of a
surface barrier to limit both infiltration and intrusion. The cap would be sufficiently robust to
account for the types and levels of contamination in the waste sites. The cap would provide
additional distance between potential human and ecological receptors, above and beyond the
existing soil covers over the waste sites. Additionally, the cap would include an intrusion layer
that would limit unwanted intrusion and provide a warning to potential intruders. Institutional
controls including maintenance of the cap, use restrictions, and monitoring would be instituted at
capped sites until the PRGs are achieved through natural attenuation. Institutional controls
would provide additional protection against human intrusion and would provide for groundwater
monitoring as a means of identifying impacts to groundwater. The cap would be designed to
address potential failure of the institutional controls and would provide additional intrusion
protection past the 150-yr institutional controls period and infiltration control to protect
groundwater. Groundwater monitoring would be coordinated with monitoring at the appropriate
groundwater OU.

Capping at the 216-B-5 and'216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Wells is impracticable because of the
small size of the site and the depth of the contamination. Each of these sites represents an area of
less than one square foot. To cap both wells, approximately 148 m 2 (1,600 fft) of cap is needed.
This represents a 4,600 percent increase of the potentially effected soil.

Capping at the 200-E-1 14 Pipeline also is impracticable. This site represents an area of less than
one square foot per linear foot of pipeline. To cap one linear foot, approximately 154.4 m2
(1,664 ft2) of cap is needed. This represents an 8,000 percent increase of the potentially effected
soil.

6.2.4.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Alternative 4 would comply with all ARARs for the waste sites by removing the exposure
pathway and emplacing caps that meet the intent of the regulations. All of the representative
sites have deep contamination except for the 216-B-58 Trench and analogous sites, where
contamination is approximately 7.3 m (24 II) bgs. In addition to the cap, institutional controls
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such as additional land-use restrictions and groundwater monitoring are elements of this
alternative.

6.24.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Overall Protectiveness of Human Health:

The capping alternative would be protective of human health and the environment for all waste
site groups, except as noted below, by breaking exposure pathways. Chemicals and
radionuclides left in place at the waste sites would be physically separated from receptors by the
thickness of the cap and by the additional thickness of the existing soil covers. Intrusion layers
in the caps would help protect against inadvertent intruders, along with institutional controls such
as markers and land-use restrictions. Because contaminants at the waste sites have the potential
to impact groundwater, caps will be designed to limit and control infiltration.

Because a significant amount of risk attenuates for the sites within the institutional controls
period, failure of the caps in later years would be associated with lower risks than at present
(see Table 6-5 for intruder risks and doses). Additionally, the 5-yr reviews required for sites
with contaminants above PRGs would serve to monitor the effectiveness and reliability of the
caps; adjustments and maintenance activities could be instituted to help prevent failure, based on
the 5-yr review results.

The long-term effectiveness depends on the proper construction and maintenance of the barrier
and associated institutional controls throughout the natural attenuation time frame to prevent
exposure to potential receptors. Maintenance activities would include erosion repairs and
vegetation maintenance. Subsidence is not considered a major factor in maintenance activities
for these waste sites. Failure of the cap is unlikely if maintenance and institutional control
activities are performed on a routine basis. The assumption used is that institutional controls past
150 yr or so would not necessarily be maintained and could fail. Caps would be designed and
constructed to account for the necessary time frame to reach PRGs and to minimize maintenance
requirements and impacts from institutional controls failure. The modified RCRA C cap has a
design life of 500 yr. The waste sites in the 200-TW-1 and 200-TW-2 OUs generally have a
significant intruder risk at 150 yr.. This necessitates a cap that would protect against intrusion.
However, after these contaminants have decayed to acceptable levels, a much less robust cap
would be needed, such as a simpler ET barrier to protect the groundwater. If replacement of the
cap is necessary at 500 or more years, the replacement cap would be less costly. The following
discussion provides the time frames for the short-lived COCs that contribute most significantly
to intruder risk to decay to reach PRGs.

In addition, management controls (e.g., deed restrictions, fencing, signage, monitoring of
groundwater) would be required components of this alternative. Once remediated, the barrier
and surrounding disturbed area would be revegetated to further enhance ET, limit erosion, and
blend the site area into the surrounding landscape.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Short-lived contaminants of concern (e.g., Cs-137 and
Sr-90) for this representative site will reach PRGs for intruder risk in approximately 410 yr;
therefore, intruder cap would not require replacement. A groundwater protection cap may still
be needed to address nitrate, Tc-99, U-238, and Ra-226 contamination.
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216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Short-lived contaminants of concern (e.g., Cs-137 and
Sr-90) for this representative site will reach PRGs for intruder risk in approximately 330 yr;
therefore, the intruder cap would not require replacement. A groundwater protection cap may
still be needed to address nitrate, uranium, Tc-99, and Pu-239 contamination.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - The effectiveness of capping for
these sites is uncertain. Both sites are 8-in.-diameter wells installed at 92 m and 62 m (285 ft and
204 fi) bgs, respectively. Capping represents a 4,600 percent increase in area of the potentially
effected soil at each site. The contaminants in the vadose zone just above the water table are
considered relatively immobile. In addition, because of the potential for waste to contain
transuranic constituents in excess of 100 nCi/g, a Hanford-type barrier would be needed.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Contaminants of concern for the representative site
include transuranic constituents above 100 nCi/g. Because of this contamination, a Hanford
Barrier would provide additional protection and design life. Replacement of the cap could be
required after the 1,000-yr design life.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Short-lived contaminants of concern (e.g., Cs-137)
for this representative site will reach PRGs for intruder risk in approximately 400 yr; therefore,
the intruder cap would not require replacement. A groundwater protection cap may still be
needed to address nitrate, uranium, and Tc-99.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Short-lived contaminants of concern (e.g., Cs-137 and
Sr-90) for this representative site will reach PRGs for intruder risk in approximately 330 yr;
therefore, the intruder cap would not require replacement. A groundwater protection cap may
still be needed to address nitrate and Tc-99 for the analogous sites. The Hanford Barrier at the
216-B-57 Crib is not likely to require replacement as the Tc-99 concentrations were not
significantly elevated or extensive.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Short-lived contaminants of concern (e.g., Cs-137
and Sr-90) for this representative site will reach PRGs for intruder risk in approximately 279 yr;
therefore, the cap would not require replacement.

Overall Protection of Groundwater:

This alternative is protective of the groundwater at all waste group sites, because it limits
infiltration at the waste site. The caps form a protective barrier from infiltration and intruder risk
until RAOs are met. Also, the 5-yr review would focus on groundwater protection monitoring
and effectiveness of the cap in addressing the mobile contaminants at depth (e.g., Tc-99,
nitrates).

Overall Protection of the Environment

This alternative would provide protection to the environment at of all the representative sites and
their analogous waste sites by placing a barrier between the waste and the surface flora and
fauna. The caps will be design to prevent the intrusion of deep-rooted flora and burrowing fauna
below the 4.6 m (15 ft) bgs level.
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6.2.4.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume would occur in the form of natural attenuation.
Natural attenuation is a process that results in a reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume
through the natural radioactive decay process. Radioactive decay is the only process currently
available to eliminate nuclear particle emissions. Most of the contaminants identified during
characterization would be influenced by the radioactive decay process; however, concentrations
are high enough to require long time periods for radionuclides to decay to PRG levels (hundreds
and, in a few cases, thousands of years).

In EPA/540/R-99/009, the EPA acknowledges that natural attenuation can be an appropriate
treatment for contaminated soil. Because of uncertainties in the science of natural attenuation
process, the EPA considers source control and performance monitoring to be fundamental
components of the alternative.

The capping alternative would address the mobility of contaminants by limiting infiltration to the
vadose zone, thereby limiting the driving force to move contaminants to the groundwater.
Natural attenuation is an important treatment component of the capping alternative that results in
the reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of the radionuclides. The EPA has stated in its
guidance on monitored natural attenuation (EPA/540/R-99/009) that natural attenuation
processes "act without human intervention to reduce the mass, toxicity, mobility, volume, or
concentration of contaminants in soil or groundwater." Thus, the guidance acknowledges that
natural attenuation can be a viable treatment action where its use will be protective of human
health and the environment. The capping alternative would rely on natural attenuation processes
(most importantly radioactive decay) to reduce radioactivity to levels that would not present a
risk to human health or the environment. The cap also would significantly reduce the
infiltration, thereby reducing the mobility of the contaminants.

6.24.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Remediation Worker Risk:

Experienced workers using appropriate safety precautions would conduct these activities. Risks
to workers for this alternative were compared to the baseline no-action alternative. For
Alternative 4, only moderate short-term risks are expected. The capping alternative would not
require excavation of contaminated soils, so the risks to workers primarily would be associated
with general construction activities at the borrow sites and placement of the cap. If structures
were removed, workers could be exposed to potentially contaminated debris. Worker risk would
be controlled through adherence to site health and safety procedures. Air monitoring would
address potential air releases (e.g., barrier-material particulates) that could affect the public
during construction of the surface barriers.

Impact to Environment during Remediation:

Physical disruption of the waste sites during excavation, increased human activity and noise, and
the generation of fugitive dust affect local biological resources. However, the waste sites are
located within historically disturbed industrial areas. As such, short-term impacts to vegetation
and animals at these sites would be low because these sites currently are poor wildlife habitats.
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Cesium-137 and Sr-90 have low screening levels for biota, and exposure during remediation
could be at unacceptable levels if controls were not in place to limit access.

Construction activities at the waste sites and at borrow areas could disrupt wildlife in the area
because of increased noise and human activity. However, most of the waste sites are located in
areas already disturbed by earlier facility operations and in areas adjacent to ongoing facility
operations, so impacts on biological resources would be low.

Time to Meet the Remedial Action Objectives:

The time to meet the PRGs exceeds the 150-yr institutional control period. As such, these caps
will be designed to meet the time frame needed to meet the RAOs. The caps would act to
eliminate exposure pathways immediately upon installation.

6.2.4.6 Implementability

The capping alternative is considered implementable at all waste sites. A prototype Hanford
Barrier has been implemented at the Hanford Site at the 216-B-57 Crib (CP-14873, 200-BP-1
Prototype Hanford Barrier Annual Monitoring Report for Fiscal Year 2002). Other types of
barriers (including the modified RCRA C cap) have not been used at the Hanford Site, but have
been implemented at other sites and are easy to construct and maintain. The existing soil covers
over the waste sites would be considered a part of the overall design to minimize the cost of
materials and to minimize the impact to visual aesthetics.

Construction of the caps would follow standard procedures that have been thoroughly field
tested. The caps likely would require minor repair and possibly replacement during the
restoration time frame. Monitoring the continued integrity of the caps would be accomplished
through visual inspection and would be supplemented with groundwater sampling.
Implementation of the capping alternative would require additional design data (e.g., ground
penetrating radar), because existing data may not be adequate for determining the lateral extent
of the caps.

Gravel, sand, and silt/loam soil used for the caps would be transported from borrow areas located
on or near the Hanford Site. Anticipated volumes of these materials are identified in
Appendix D. Area C currently is being evaluated as a silt borrow location; the area has a large
volume of fine-grained material. Other locations have not yet been determined. Soil most likely
would come from near the waste sites or from Pit 30, which is located between the 200 East and
200 West Areas. Analyses of an appropriate borrow area for silt/loam soil would be the subject
of a future NEPA evaluation to determine a location with the least impacts to natural and cultural
resources. Borrow material occurs in environmentally sensitive areas; obtaining sufficient
capping material, especially for a multilayered cap, would affect areas of potential ecological
significance and is a consideration in evaluating the relative risk reduction gained by installing
the cap. Materials, such as rip rap, that may be used in the cap construction could be obtained on
the Hanford Site or could be purchased from local dealers.

Capping materials hauled to the Central Plateau from borrow areas and gravel pits within the
Hanford Site would increase heavy equipment use and transportation activities at the sites.
However, radioactive or hazardous waste would not have to be hauled away from the Site.
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216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - While technically implementable, the
effectiveness of capping at these sites is uncertain. Both sites are 8-in.-diameter wells installed
at 92 m and 62.2 m (285 ft and 204 ft), respectively. Capping represents a 4,600 percent increase
in area of the potentially affected soil at each site. The contaminants in the vadose zone just
above the water table are considered relatively immobile. In addition, because of the potential
for transuranic constituents at concentrations above 100 nCi/g, a Hanford-type barrier would be
needed.

6.24.7 Cost

Costs, shown in Table 6-3, include stabilization of the existing site; excavation or import,
transportation, and placement of capping material; compaction of the cap; prime contractor
oversight; and confirmatory sampling. Costs are based on the use of standard equipment
(e.g., hydraulic excavators, front-end loaders, dozers) and assume that a subcontractor would do
the work, with oversight performed by the prime contractor. The subcontractor personnel are
assumed to be wearing Level D personal protective equipment (e.g., blues and no respirators)
during construction. The present-worth costs assume a 3.2 percent discount rate (based on 2003
Office of Management and Budget information) and assumes operation and maintenance for
150 yr. The operation and maintenance costs include site inspection/surveillance, periodic
radiation site surveys of surface soil, and biotic control; maintenance of signs and markers; cover
maintenance; and site reviews. Long-term monitoring costs associated with groundwater are not
included in this cost estimate because contaminated groundwater in the 200 East Area will be
addressed by the 200-BP-5 and 200-PO-1 groundwater OUs, and contaminated groundwater in
the 200 West Area will be addressed by the 200-UP-1 and 200-ZP-1 OUs.

6.2.5 Detailed Analysis of Alternative 5: Partial
Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Capping

This alternative includes the removal of contaminants extending to depths shown on Table 5-3.
The excavation would be filled with borrow material obtained on the Hanford Site. When the
backfilling operation was finished, the site would be capped. These activities remove a
significant fraction of the near-surface contaminant load and still provide protection to the
groundwater from deeper contaminants that are impracticable to remove. The removal,
treatment, disposal, and capping activities would be the same as those described earlier. This
alternative is not applicable to sites where contamination is shallow with no deep component or
where contamination is very deep with no shallow component.

6.2.5.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative would break potential exposure pathways to receptors through placement of a
cap to limit infiltration at this waste group, except as noted below. The cap would provide
additional distance between potential human and ecological receptors. The partial removal
activity would remove the high contamination zone at the bottom of the waste site, leaving only
the lower concentration, deeper contaminants that mainly pose a risk to groundwater. Partial
removal of the more shallow contamination would reduce human health and ecological risk for
those sites where contamination is in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-ft) bgs zone and intruder risk
associated with the high concentrations at the bottom of the waste site (see Appendix E). While,
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in the long term, this alternative is protective of human health and the environment, the risk to
workers during the excavation are essentially the same as for Alternative 3, because the material
being removed under Alternative 5 is the same material that causes the dose for the full-
excavation alternative.

Institutional controls including maintenance of the cap, land-use restrictions, and monitoring
would be instituted at capped sites until the RAOs are achieved through natural attenuation. The
cap would be designed to maximally limit infiltration. Institutional controls would provide
additional protection for groundwater monitoring by providing a means to identify potential
impacts to groundwater. Groundwater monitoring would be coordinated with monitoring at the
appropriate groundwater OU. Those sites where this alternative is not applicable are discussed
in the following text.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Implementing this alternative at the 200-E-114
Pipeline, the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank, the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank, and UPR-200-E-9 is not
practical. These sites are assumed to only have shallow contamination, or in the case of the
tanks, contamination associated only with the sludge.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Implementing this alternative for
these waste sites is not practical. The contamination was injected deep into the vadose zone. As
such, no surface contamination is present.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Implementing this alternative at the 241-B-361 and
241-T-361 Settling Tank is not practical. The sludge at these sites is assumed to contain all the
risk; removal of the sludge would result in these sites meeting RAOs.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Implementing this alternative at the 200-B-57 Crib is
not practical. This site is covered with the Hanford Barrier and as such is already protective of
human health and the environment.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Implementing this alternative at these waste sites is
not applicable. Based on the results of the investigation at the 216-B-58 Trench, these sites are
assumed to have only shallow contamination and would not require a cap to protect deeper
contaminants.

6.2.5.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Alternative 5 would comply with ARARs for the waste sites by breaking the pathways for
exposure and emplacing caps that meet the intent of the groundwater protection regulations. All
of the representative sites waste groups have deep contamination, except the 216-B-58 Trench
and its analogous sites, where contamination is approximately 7.3 m (24 ft) bgs. In addition to
the cap, institutional controls such as additional land-use restrictions and groundwater
monitoring are elements of this alternative. Worker protection ARARs may not be met without
extreme measures to control exposure.
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6.2.5.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Human Health:

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - This alternative will remove contaminants to a depth
of between 7.6 and 9 m (25 and 30 it) bgs. The high concentrations of Cs-137 (12.9 million
pCi/g) and Sr-90 (14.2 million pCi/g) pose a significant dose potential to workers. The dose for
just the 216-B-43 through 216-B-50 Cribs is estimated to be 935 rem. The analogous sites will
experience similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to implement
this alternative. Modifications to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long
excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized
monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.

These sites generally have contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period and would pose a significant risk to intruders (see Appendix E).
Intruder dose for the 216-B-46 Crib for a future rural residential intruder would be 137 mrem/yr
under the no-action alternative. Partial removal of the contamination to between 7.6 and 9 m
(25 and 30 ft) would reduce the intruder dose to less than 15 mrem/yr. However, excavating to
9 m (30 ft) for several analogous sites produces an unacceptable dose to workers. The cap would
provide protection for groundwater from the remaining contaminants. Further, no data exist
beyond the 9 m (30 it) level to verify the depth of excavation to reach acceptable dose levels.
The environment would be protected because accessible contaminants would be removed.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - This alternative will remove contaminants to 12 m
(40 ft) bgs. The high concentrations of Cs-137 (47,900 pCi/g) and Sr-90 (49,100 pCi/g)
associated with these sites pose a substantial dose potential to workers. The worker dose for the
216-T-26 Crib is estimated to be 0.54 rem. The analogous site will experience similar total dose.
As such, special controls and shielding of workers and equipment are necessary.

These sites generally have contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period and would pose a significant risk to intruders (see Appendix E).
Intruder dose for the 216-T-26 Crib for a future rural residential intruder would be 25 mrem/yr
under the no action alternative. Partial removal of the contamination to 12 m (40 ft) bgs would
reduce the intruder dose to less than 15 mrem/yr. The cap would provide protection for
groundwater from the remaining contaminants. The environment would be protected because
accessible contaminants would be removed.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - This alternative is not applicable to
these waste sites.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - This alternative will remove contaminants to a depth
of 8.5 m (28 It) bgs. The high concentrations of Cs-137 (153,000 pCi/g), Sr-90 (5.7 million
pCi/g), and Pu-239/240 (153,000 pCi/g) associated with these sites pose a significant dose
potential to workers. The dose for the 216-7A Crib is estimated to be 6 rem. The analogous
sites will experience similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to
implement this alternative. Modifications to standard excavation equipment such as shielding,
extra long excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and
specialized monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.
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Excavated soils with transuranic constituents above 100,000 pCi/g would be analyzed, treated if
necessary, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The only waste currently identified
in this FS as potentially requiring disposal to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (e.g., greater than
100,000 pCi/g) is about 8.4 m3 (300 ft) of soil beneath the 216-B-7A Crib. When excavated,
this soil must be placed in containers, certified, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

These sites generally have contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period and would pose a significant risk to intruders (see Appendix E).
Intruder dose for the 216-B-7A Crib for a future rural residential intruder would be 124 mrem/yr
under the no-action alternative. Partial removal of the contamination to 8.5 m (28 ft) bgs would
reduce the intruder dose to less than 15 mrem/yr. The cap would provide protection for
groundwater from the remaining contaminants. The environment would be protected because
accessible contaminants would be removed.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - This alternative will remove contaminants to a
depth of 11 m (36 it). The high concentrations of Cs-137 (226,000 pCi/g) associated with these
sites pose a significant dose potential to workers. The dose for the 216-B-35 through 216-B-41
Trenches is estimated to be 1,560 rem. The other analogous sites will experience similar total
dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to implement this alternative.
Modification to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long excavation sticks
(to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized monitoring and sampling
equipment are necessary.

These sites generally have contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period and would pose a significant risk to intruders (see Appendix E).
Intruder dose for the 216-B-38 Trench for a future rural residential intruder would be
109 mrem/yr under the no-action alternative. Partial removal of the contamination to 11 m
(36 It) bgs would reduce the intruder dose to below 15 mrem/yr. The cap would provide
protection for groundwater from the remaining contaminants. The environment would be
protected because accessible contaminants would be removed.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - This alternative will remove contaminants to a depth
of 10.4 m (34 ft) bgs. The high concentrations of Cs-137 (2 million pCi/g) and Sr-90
(570,000 pCi/g) associated with these sites pose a significant dose potential to workers. The
dose for the 216-B-62 Crib is estimated to be 10.7 rem. The other analogous sites will
experience similar total dose. Extraordinary worker protection would be required to implement
this alternative. Modification to standard excavation equipment such as shielding, extra long
excavation sticks (to provide distance from the actual excavation area), and specialized
monitoring and sampling equipment are necessary.

These sites generally have contaminants that would remain beyond the assumed 150-yr
institutional control period and would pose a significant risk to intruders (see Appendix E).
Intruder dose for the 216-B-57 Crib for a future rural residential intruder would be 35 mrem/yr
under the no-action alternative. Partial removal of the contamination to 10.4 m (34 ft) bgs would
reduce the intruder dose to below 15 mrem/yr. The cap would provide protection for
groundwater from the remaining contaminants. The environment would be protected because
accessible contaminants would be removed.
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216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Alternative 5 is not applicable to these waste sites.

Overall Protection of Groundwater:

Alternative 5 would protect groundwater through placement of a cap that would limit infiltration.
In addition to the cap, institutional controls such as additional land-use restrictions and
groundwater monitoring are protective elements of this alternative.

Overall Protection of the Environment:

All contaminated soil in the 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15-fl) bgs zone is removed in this alternative.
Therefore, this alternative provides overall protection to the environment following
implementation. The environment could be impacted through removal activities, capping
activities, and activities at borrow sites. The impacts at the waste sites are expected to be
minimal, because the sites have been highly disturbed and have generally poor quality habitat.
Some borrow areas may be located in potentially ecologically sensitive areas.

6.2.54 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment

The partial removal, treatment, and disposal with capping alternative would address the mobility
of contaminants by removing a portion of the contaminants and limiting infiltration to the vadose
zone, thereby limiting the mass and driving force to move contaminants to the groundwater.
Natural attenuation is an important treatment component of this alternative that results in the
reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume of the radionuclides.

When the waste soil exceeds the ERDF waste acceptance criteria physical treatment standard,
downblending with less contaminated soil, will be performed in the excavation site. Movement
of the waste to the ERDF will result in a perceived reduction of mobility, because ERDF is a
potentially less mobile environment that includes monitoring. However, most of the
contaminants that would be removed do not pose a risk to groundwater.

6.2.5.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Experienced workers using appropriate safety precautions would conduct these activities. Risks
to workers for this alternative were compared to the baseline no-action alternative. For
Alternative 5, dose to the remediation worker would be very high. Short-term effects of this
alternative would be associated primarily with worker safety during waste excavation (soil and
structures), handling, transportation, and disposal. Unprotected workers present an unacceptable
risk because of the concentrations and nature of the contaminants at the waste sites. The major
contaminants in the waste sites are short-lived radionuclides (Cs-137 and Sr-90) that emit a very
high dose. Excavation workers, truck drivers, and waste management workers would be exposed
to dose rates that require special protections. These protections would include shielding, HEPA
filtration for breathing air, and equipment modification to provide additional shielding from the
source.

Remediation Worker Risk:

Specific worker risks were discussed in Section 6.2.5.3.
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Impact to Environment during Remediation:

Impacts to the environment during remediation were discussed in Section 6.2.5.3.

Time to Meet the Remedial Action Objectives:

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the partial removal,
treatment, disposal, and capping activities for these waste sites could take approximately 8 yr.
Once the contaminants are removed and the cap is installed, four of the five RAOs are met. The
only RAO potentially not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment wildlife
habitat. However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little habitat for
vegetation and wildlife.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - Design and construction of the partial removal,
treatment, and disposal with capping alternative for these waste sites would take approximately
19 months. Once the contaminants are removed and the cap is installed, four of the five RAOs
are met. The only RAO potentially not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment
wildlife habitat. However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little
habitat for vegetation and wildlife.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site - Alternative 5 is not applicable to
these waste sites.

216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the partial removal,
treatment, disposal, and capping activities for these waste sites could take approximately
40 months. Once the contaminants are removed and the cap is installed, four of the five RAOs
are met. The only RAO potentially not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment
wildlife habitat. However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little
habitat for vegetation and wildlife.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the partial removal,
treatment, disposal, and capping activities for these waste sites could take approximately
10 years. Once the contaminants are removed and the cap is installed, four of the five RAOs are
met. The only RAO potentially not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment
wildlife habitat. However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little
habitat for vegetation and wildlife.

216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - Design and construction of the partial removal,
treatment, disposal, and capping activities for this waste group could take approximately 5 years.
Once the contaminants are removed and the cap is installed, four of the five RAOs are met. The
only RAO potentially not met is minimizing the general disruption of environment wildlife
habitat. However, these waste sites are located in an industrial setting, providing little habitat for
vegetation and wildlife.

216-B-58 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - Alternative 5 is not applicable to these waste sites.
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6.2.5.6 Implementability

The implementability of this alternative is similar to Alternatives 3 and 4. The excavation of
contaminated soils is technically implementable, although the use of more sophisticated
excavation equipment and techniques would be required for the high dose areas. The
implementation of this alternative would reduce the contaminant mass at the base of the waste
sites at depths up to 13.7 m (45 R) bgs. The aboveground structures (e.g., vent pipes) associated
with the waste sites would be removed. Every 0.3 m (1 ft) of excavation would required 0.9 m
(3 R) of side slope for a 1:3 vertical to horizontal ratio. This safety measure significantly
increases the amount of material excavated, but is considered implementable. All excavated
material would be disposed of at the onsite disposal facility (ERDF) or, if needed, at the Waste
Isolation Pilot Plant. The current remaining capacity of ERDF is 7.65 million m3 (as of
February 6, 2004).

Construction of the caps would follow standard procedures that have been thoroughly field
tested. The caps likely would require repair during the restoration timeframe. Monitoring the
continued integrity of the caps would be accomplished through visual inspection and would be
supplemented with groundwater sampling. Implementation of the capping alternative would
require additional design data (e.g., ground penetrating radar) and possibly confirmatory
sampling, because existing data may not be adequate for determining the lateral extent of the
caps.

Gravel, sand, and silt/loam soil used for the caps would be transported from borrow areas located
on or near the Hanford Site. Anticipated volumes of these materials are identified in
Appendix D. Area C currently is being evaluated as a silt borrow location; the area has a large
volume of fine-grained material. Other locations have not yet been determined. Soil most likely
would come from near the waste sites or from Pit 30, which is located between the 200 East and
200 West Areas. Analyses of an appropriate borrow area for silt/loam soil would be the subject
of a future NEPA evaluation to determine a location with the least impacts to natural and cultural
resources. Borrow material occurs in environmentally sensitive areas; obtaining sufficient
capping material would affect areas of ecological significance and is a consideration in
evaluating the relative risk reduction gained by installing the cap.

Limited coordination with other agencies and local governments would be necessary after
approval of the alternative. Excavation and disposal would require coordination with state
agencies to assess matters relative to storm water control and the potential for radioactive air
emissions.

216-B-46 Crib and Its Analogous Sites - The contaminated soil volume for these waste sites is
397,303.5 mi (519,351 yd3). Therefore, capacity exists at ERDF to meet the required disposal
volume under this alternative.

216-T-26 Crib and Its Analogous Site - The contaminated soil volume for these waste sites is
1,122.2 mi (1,467 yd'). Therefore, capacity exists at ERDF to meet the required disposal volume
under this alternative.

216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and Its Analogous Site -This alternative is not applicable to
these waste sites.
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216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous Sites- The contaminated soil volume for these waste sites is
2,391.49m(3,126 yd'). Therefore, capacity exists at ERDF to meet the required disposal volume
under this alternative. Excavated soils with transuranic constituents above 100,000 pCi/g would
be analyzed, treated if necessary, and transported to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. The only
waste currently identified in this FS as potentially requiring disposal to the Waste Isolation Pilot
Plant (e.g., greater than 100,000 pCi/g) is about 8.4 M3 (300 ft3) of soil beneath the 216-B-7A
Crib. When excavated, this soil must be placed in containers, certified, and transported to the
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant.

216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous Sites - The contaminated soil volume for these waste sites
is 94,661.9 m 3 (123,741 yd'). Therefore, capacity exists at ERDF to meet the required disposal
volume under this alternative.

216-B-57 Crib and Analogous Sites - A prototype Hanford Barrier has been implemented at the
Hanford Site at the 216-B-57 Crib (CP-14873). Other types of barriers have not been used at the
Hanford Site, but have been implemented at other sites and are easy to construct and maintain.
The existing soil covers over the waste sites would be considered a part of the overall design to
minimize the cost of materials and to minimize the impact to visual aesthetics. The
contaminated soil volume for these waste sites is 12,302 m3 (16,081 yd'). Therefore, capacity
exists at ERDF to meet the required disposal volume under this alternative.

216-B-58 Trench and Analogous Sites - This alternative is not applicable to these waste sites.

6.2.5.7 Cost

Costs, shown on Table 6-4, include stabilization of the existing site; excavation or import,
transportation, and placement of material; compaction of the cap; prime contractor oversight; and
confirmatory sampling. Costs are based on the use of standard equipment (e.g., hydraulic
excavators, front-end loaders, dozers) and assume that a subcontractor would do the work, with
oversight performed by the prime contractor. The subcontractor personnel are assumed to be
wearing Level D personal protective equipment (e.g., blues and no respirators) during
construction. The present-worth costs assume a 3.2 percent discount rate (based on 2003 Office
of Management and Budget information) and assumes operation and maintenance for the length
of time needed to reach PRGs. The operation and maintenance costs include site
inspection/surveillance, periodic radiation site surveys of surface soil, and biotic control;
maintenance of signs and markers; cover maintenance; and site reviews. Long-term monitoring
costs associated with groundwater are not included in this cost estimate because contaminated
groundwater in the 200 East Area will be addressed by the 200-BP-5 and 200-PO-1 groundwater
OUs, and contaminated groundwater in the 200 West Area will be addressed by the 200-UP-1
and 200-ZP-1 OUs.

6.3 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY
ACT OF 1969 VALUES EVALUATION

The NEPA process is intended to help Federal agencies make decisions that are based on
understanding environmental consequences, then to take actions that protect, restore, and
enhance the environment. Secretarial policies (DOE 1994) and DOE 0 451.IA require that
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CERCLA documents incorporate NEPA values, such as analysis of cumulative, offsite,
ecological, and socioeconomic impacts, to the extent practicable, in lieu of preparing separate
NEPA documentation for CERCLA activities.

6.3.1 Description of National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 Values

Several of the CERCLA evaluation criteria involve consideration of environmental resources,
but the emphasis frequently is directed at the potential effects of chemical contaminants on living
organisms. The NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.16; "Environmental Impact Statement,"
"Environmental Consequences") specify evaluation of the environmental consequences of
proposed alternatives. These include potential effects on transportation resources, air quality,
and cultural and historical resources; noise; visual, and aesthetic effects; environmental justice;
and the socioeconomic aspects of implementation. The NEPA process also involves
consideration of several issues such as cumulative impacts (direct and indirect), mitigation of
adversely impacted resources, and the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources.
The NEPA-related resources and values that DOE has considered in this evaluation include the
following.

* Transportation Impacts. This value considers impacts of the proposed remedial action on
local traffic (e.g., traffic at the Hanford Site) and traffic in the surrounding region.
Transportation impacts are considered in part under the CERCLA criteria of short-term
effectiveness or implementability.

* Air Quality. This value considers potential air quality concerns associated with
emissions generated during the proposed remedial actions.

* Natural, Cultural, and Historical Resources. This value considers impacts of the
proposed remedial actions on wildlife, wildlife habitat, archeological sites and artifacts,
and historically significant properties on the Central Plateau.

* Noise, Visual, and Aesthetic Effects. This value considers increases in noise levels or
impaired visual or aesthetic values during or after the proposed remedial actions.

. Socioeconomic Impacts. This value considers impacts pertaining to employment,
income, and other services (e.g., water and power utilities), and the effect of
implementation of the proposed remedial actions on the availability of services and
materials.

* Environmental Justice. Environmental justice, as mandated by Executive Order 12898,
Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, refers to fair treatment of humans of all races, cultures, and income
levels with respect to laws, policies, and government actions. This value considers
whether the proposed remedial actions would have inappropriately or disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or low-income
populations.
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" Cumulative Impacts (Direct and Indirect). This value considers whether the proposed
remedial actions could have cumulative impacts on human health or the environment
when considered together with other activities on the Central Plateau, at the Hanford Site,
or in the region.

. Mitigation. If adverse impacts cannot be avoided, remedial action planning should
minimize them to the extent practicable. This value identifies required mitigation
activities.

. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources. This value evaluates the use of
nonrenewable resources for the proposed remedial actions and the effects that resource
consumption would have on future generations. When a resource (e.g., energy, minerals,
water, wetland) is used or destroyed and cannot be replaced within a reasonable amount
of time, its use is considered irreversible.

6.3.2 Detailed Evaluation of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969

6.3.2.1 Transportation Impacts

Implementation of remedial action at the waste sites likely would have some short-term impacts
on local traffic and traffic in the surrounding region. For Alternatives 4 and 5, impacts would
result from hauling cover material to the waste site areas. For Alternative 3 and 5, these impacts
would result from hauling waste to the ERDF and hauling clean fill to the waste sites. For
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, impacts could be expected from increased traffic bringing supplies,
equipment, and workers to the sites. To mitigate these impacts, a transportation safety analysis
would be performed before any transport activities began. The analysis would identify the need
for specific precautions (e.g., road closures, preferred hauling times, staggered work shifts) to be
taken as necessary. Increases in the workforce traffic related to waste treatment would be
expected to be minor.

For Alternatives 3 and 5, there may be a need to ship about forty 55-gal drums of TRU-
contaminated soil to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, which would occur if a thin layer of soil
beneath the 216-B-7A Crib is determined to have concentrations of transuranic constituents
greater than 100 nCi/g.

6.3.2.2 Air Quality

No current air quality impacts are associated with Alternative 1; however, potential impacts to
air quality could be associated with plant or animal uptake of contaminants and wind dispersion.
This also is true for Alternative 2. Potential near-term impacts to air quality associated with
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are expected to be minor and could be mitigated through appropriate
engineering controls.

Potential air quality impacts primarily would be associated with fugitive dust during site
preparation, structure demolition, excavation, placement of backfill or barriers, and revegetation
activities. Dust suppression (using both water and water treated with soil fixatives) would be
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used to control visible fugitive dust, so neither local nor regional air quality is expected to be
affected. Routine emissions from vehicles would occur.

6.3.2.3 Natural, Cultural, and Historical Resources

Alternative I would not disturb or destroy natural, cultural, or historical resources; however, in
some sites, biologic resources could be exposed to contaminants with potential impacts.
Alternative 2 would limit access to these resources. Alternatives 3 and 4 could affect cultural or
natural resources, although the impacts could be mitigated. Therefore, adverse impacts to
cultural resources could occur, if such resources were encountered and appropriate mitigating
actions were not taken. Adverse impacts would be minimized by avoiding known cultural
resources and traditional-use areas whenever possible. Most of the waste sites are located within
areas previously disturbed by operations, so the potential for unknown cultural resources is low.
Therefore, although cultural resources could be encountered with Alternatives 3 and 4 during the
excavation and construction of staging areas, the probability is low. A cultural resource
mitigation plan would be established before remediation was begun. Known cultural resources
and traditional-use areas would be avoided whenever possible. If cultural resources were
encountered during excavation, the State Historic Preservation Office and Native American
Tribes would be consulted about minimizing impacts and taking appropriate actions for resource
documentation or recovery.

Some short-term adverse impacts to natural resources (e.g., local wildlife) could occur during the
construction and implementation phases of remedial action. Ecological surveys would be
performed to identify the species present and the special precautions that should be taken to
minimize adverse impacts. Alternatives 3 and 4 also would have positive impacts on natural
resources. The potential for exposure to contaminants would be minimized through either waste
removal or barrier construction, and the sites would be revegetated.

6.3.24 Noise, Visual, and Aesthetic Effects

Alternatives 1 and 2 would have little to no impact on current noise, visual, or aesthetic site
characteristics. Alternative 3 would increase noise levels and impair visual values, but the
impacts would be short term during remedial actions and ultimately would improve the
aesthetics by removing remaining site structures (e.g., retention basins, small shack). Likewise,
Alternative 4 would increase noise levels and impair visual values in the short term during
construction of the cap. These two alternatives also could have some long-term visual and
aesthetic impacts, both positive and negative. Positive impacts would result from the removal of
aboveground site structures. Negative impacts would be associated with the visibility and
aesthetics of the caps over large distances if they are not contoured to blend in with the
surrounding area. Aesthetically, given the past disturbance in the 200 Areas and on the Central
Plateau, no impacts would be expected from the alternatives.

6.3.2.5 Socioeconomic Impacts

Alternative 1 would have no socioeconomic impacts. The other four alternatives would have
some positive socioeconomic impacts related to the employment opportunities that would occur
during the life of the remedial action project. The labor force required to implement remedial
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action would be drawn from current Hanford Site contractors and the local labor force, so the
socioeconomic impacts would be expected to be minimal.

6.3.2.6 Environmental Justice

Under Alternative 3, environmental justice issues would not be a concern because future surface
uses on the Central Plateau would not be restricted beyond the Central Plateau-wide restrictions.
Under Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5, environmental justice impacts would be minimal because
future-use restrictions would pertain to only a small percentage of the Central Plateau, and the
Central Plateau still would be under active waste management industrial land use.

6.3.2.7 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would require some irreversible or irretrievable commitment of natural
resources. All of the alternatives with the exception of Alternative I would result in some land-
use loss. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would require additional soils, including materials that could
come from potentially ecologically sensitive areas, and some energy resources. They would
require a commitment of resources in the form of land-use loss in the waste site areas until
remedial action objectives and goals were met through the natural attenuation process. The
amount of land-use loss would vary among alternatives. Alternative 2 generally would require
land-use loss of the entire site surface and subsurface for the necessary attenuation period to
meet remedial action objectives. Alternative 3 generally would allow land use from the ground
surface to a depth of 4.6 m (15 1t) bgs immediately following implementation. Alternatives 4
and 5 would allow surface use of the sites but would not allow any subsurface site use until the
end of the necessary attenuation period to meet RAOs. This use would be limited based on
potential impacts to surface-barrier integrity.

For Alternatives 3 and 5, the ERDF would need to be expanded to accommodate the additional
waste. Implementation of the alternative also would require limited waste disposal to the ERDF.
The waste volumes from the aboveground structure demolition in Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 are
relatively small and are not anticipated to specifically require additional ERDF capacity.

Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would require an irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources
in the form of geologic materials and petroleum products (e.g., diesel fuel, gasoline). With
Alternatives 3 and 5, excavated material would be replaced with a stockpile of clean soil cover
removed from the site, if not used to downblend for health and safety purposes, as well as clean
sand and gravel fill from onsite borrow pits. The sand and gravel for the surface-barrier
alternative would come from nearby borrow pits, but the silt would need to come either from the
Fitzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve or from offsite. Rip-rap or other armouring
materials needed to provide intrusion protection likely would come from offsite.

6.3.2.8 Cumulative Impacts

The proposed RAOs could have impacts when considered together with impacts from past and
foreseeable future actions at and near the Hanford Site. Authorized current and future activities
include soil and groundwater remediation; waste management and treatment (e.g., tank farms,
the Waste Treatment Plant); and surveillance, maintenance, decontamination, and
decommissioning of facilities. Other Hanford Site activities that might be ongoing during
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remedial action at the Central Plateau waste sites include deactivation and decontamination of
reprocessing facilities and operation of the Energy Northwest reactor. Activities near the
Hanford Site include a privately owned radioactive and mixed waste treatment facility, a
commercial fuel manufacturer, and a titanium reprocessing plant.

The proposed remediation alternatives would have minimal impacts on transportation; air
quality; and natural, cultural, and historical resources. Noise, visual and aesthetic effects, and
socioeconomic impacts also would be minimal. Therefore, cumulative impacts with respect to
these values are expected to be insignificant. The most notable area for cumulative impacts is
with respect to the irretrievable and irreversible commitment of resources. All of the proposed
alternatives except Alternative 1 would require long-term land-use restrictions.

To varying degrees, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5 would result in the loss of some land uses on the
Central Plateau, but the cumulative impacts with respect to loss of land use are not expected to
be significant. Alternatives 3 and 5 also would require a commitment of land use as a result of
the ERDF expansion on the Central Plateau. This would be in addition to numerous other
Hanford Site projects that would commit land use on the Central Plateau.

Under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, cumulative impacts also would occur with respect to the
irretrievable and irreversible commitment of geologic resources. The Central Plateau waste sites
constitute only a portion of the total actions requiring material for barriers and backfill at the
Hanford Site. The total quantity of geologic materials required for other Hanford Site actions
currently is being identified (BHI-01551) and may be subject to a separate NEPA evaluation.

6.3.2.9 Mitigation

Alternative I would not include mitigation. Mitigation measures under Alternative 2 would
include surveillance, physical controls, and potential interim remedies. Mitigation measures
taken under Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 would include dust suppression, stockpiling clean topsoil for
reuse, minimizing the size of construction areas, and planning activities to avoid nesting and
breeding cycles of birds and mammals. For Alternatives 4 and 5, surveillance and physical
controls may be used.

6.3.2.10 Summary of National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 Evaluation

Remedial actions at the Central Plateau waste sites would result in some impacts to public health
and the environment. However, the overall environmental impacts under normal operating
conditions would not be very large, nor would they vary greatly among the remedial alternatives.
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Ovll Reduction of
Waste Site Prat o ang-Ten Toxkity,

tummnflealth Compliancewith Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implemen- Cost
maldth ARARs and volume Effectivemess lability (31000)

Eavnmment Pernamence Thrugh
Treatmet

Representative Site

216-B-46 Notprotective Doesnoteomply Cfnminant Reduction Noshort-term Readily 51.728
Crib because cocentrations through risks to workers; irplerein-

contaminants arc high and natural ecological risks table
remin above will rerain attenuation of not expected
PRGs after 150yr elevated past radionuclides because

5 0 yr cntam.in0ts are
institutional below 4.6 m(15 B)
controls tray bgs
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

Analogous Sites with CiMracterization Data

216-B-43 Notprotective Doesnotceomply Contaminmnt Reduction No short-term Readily Included
through because concentrations through risks to workers; implen- in epe-
216-B-45. contaminants arhighand natural ecologicalrisks table sentative
216-B47 retrain above will retrain attenuation of not expected site
through PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides because above
216-B-50 150 yr; contarmnants are
Cribs institutional below 4.6 m

controls my (1 ft) bgs
notbe
protective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-46 Crib

216-1-14 Notprotective Doesnotcomply Contarninant Reduction Noshort-term Readily 523.970
through 216- beae concentrations through risks to workers; inplcimen-
B-19Cribs contaminants ar highand natural ecological risks table
and 216-B- retain above will rerain attenuation of tay be expected if
20 through PROs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are
216-B-34. 150 yr; less than 4.6 m
216-B-42, institutional (15 f)bs
and 216-B- controls may
52 Trenches notbe

protective
beyond 150 yr;
roundwatr is
not protected

216-BY-201 Sludgeposes Complieswith Aftersludgeis Reduction Short-termrisksto Readily $12,248
Settling greatest risk ARARs by remuvmal removed, only through workers are inplenen-
Tank and because tnks oe ofsludge; eomplies mininral risk natural anticipated tobe table
200-E-14 not thought to with disposal remains: no attenuation of high for removall
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction or
Waste Site Prtnn or Long-Term Toxilty,

Compliance with Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implemen- Coglume Health ARARs and Volume Effectiveness tability (52000)
Environment Permanence Through

Treatment

Siphon Tank have leaked; after requirements anticipated radionuclides; of the sludge; no
sludge removal, risk to sludge would shorl-tcnn risks
only minimal groundwater be treated as associated with
contamination is required to implementation of
expected; meet waste Altemative 2;
remaining acceptance aninimal short-
contamination is criteria term impacts to
anticipated to vegetation and
reach PRGs within wildlife associated
150 yr with sludge

removal

200-E-1 14 Contaminants are Complica with Contamination Reduces No short-term Readily $1,711
Pipeline expected tobe ARARsby is expected to through workerriskas implemen-

minimal because eliminating be low; a natural contaminants art table
pipeline is 5 cm pathway; meets portion of the attenuation of 2 to 3 m (7 o
(2 in) diameter PRGs within 150 yr pipeline will radionuclides 10ft) deep; short-
steel with known be removed term ecological
leaks only at head near the BC impacts are not
end; any Cibs and expected because
contamination is Trenches to contaminants ae
expected to provide data low and at or
attenuate naturanlly on rest of the below the average
to meet PROs pipeline rooting/animal
within 150 years; intrusion depth
pipeline is 2 to
3 m (7 to 10 ft)
bgs; institutional
controls provide
additional
protection

216-B-51 Very small site; Complies with Contamination Reduction No short-term Readily S405
French received only ARARs because is expected to through worker risk as implmen-
Drain about I m' of human health, be low and natural contaminants are table

effluent; not ecological, and reach PRGs attenuation of 4.3 to 6.1 m (14 to
expected to impact groundwater within 150 yr radionuclides 20 A) deep
gromdwater protection (estimated); short-
contaminant requirements are term ecological
concentrations are assumed to be met impacts are not
expected to be low through the use of expected because
and to reach PROs existing soil cover contaminants are
through natural and institutional low and at or
attenuation within ccntros; PRGs are below the average
150 yr met within the rooting/animal

150-yr institutional intrusion depth
control period

UPR-200- Very small site; Complies with Contamination Reduction No short-term Readily $406
E-9 received only ARARs because is expected to through worker risk as implemen-

about41 m'of humanhealth, belowand natural contaminantsare table
effluent; not ecological, and reach PRGs attenuation of 3 m (10 ft) deep;
expectedtoinpact groundwater within 150yr radionuclides shot-tern,
pundwater protection ecological impacts
contaminant requirements are are not expected
concentrations are assumed to be met because
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Redaction o
Waste site ?t ectioall Leng-Term Toxcity,

Human Health Compliantwit. Efectiveness Mobility, or short-Term Impleoen- Cost
and the ARARs sad Volume Effectiveness tabiNty (32000)

E aulronmeat PermTUUce Through
Treatment

expected to be low through the of contaminants arm
and to reach PRGs existing soil cover low and at or
through natural and institutional below the average
attenuatiom within controls; PRGs ar rooting/animal
150 yr met within the intrusion depth

150-yr institutional
control period

Representative Site

216-T-26 Not protective Does not conply Contaminant Reduction No short-term Readily $696
Crib because concentrations through risks to workers; implemen-

contaminants ar high and natural no ecological risks table
remain above will remain attenuation of expected
PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are

150 yr; greater than 4.6 m
institutional (15 ft)bgs
controls my
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

Waste Site Analogous to 216-T-26 Crib

216-T-18 Notprotective Doesnot comply Contaminant Reduction Noshort-term Readily S686
Crib because concentrations through risks to workers; implenn-

contaminants arc high and natural no ecological risks table
remain above will remain attenuation of expected
PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are

150 yr; greater than 4.6 m
institutional (15 ft) bgs
controls tny
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

Representative Site

216-B-5 Groundwater Te groundwater Contaminant Reduction Noshort-tam Readily $914
injection/ monitoring in the protection ARARs concentrations through risks to workers; implemen-
Reverse area does not for the 216-B-5 and are high in the natural no ecological risks table
Well indicate continued the 216-T-3 groundwater attenuation of expected

mobilization to the Injection/ Reverse and will radionuclides contaminants are
water table. The Wells under this remain greater than 4.6 m
water table in the alternative are not elevated past (15 ft) bs
armshasreceded. met 150yr;
so impacts from institutional
seasonal controls PUy
fluctuations in the not be
water table are not protective
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction of
Waste Site Pro of Long-Term Toxicity,

Proumaon ot Compliance with Effectivenss ?hobility,or Short-Term Implemen- CostHuman H th ARARs and Volume Effectiveness tability (32000)
ndthmen Permanence ThroughEnvironment e Treatment

expected beyond 150 yr.
groundwater is
not protected

Waste Site Analogous to 216-S-5 Injection/Reverse Well

216-T-3 Groundwater The groundwater Contaminant Reduction No short-term Readily $914
lnjection/ monitoring in the protection ARARs concentrations through risks to workers; implenmn-
Reverse area does not for the 216-B-5 and are high in the natural no ecological risks table
Well indicatecontinued the216-T-3 groundwater attenuation of expected

wbilization to the Injectior Reverse and will radionuclides contaminants are
water tabL- The Wells under this remain greater than 4.6 m
water table in the alernative are not elevated past (15 A) bgs
am bas receded, Me 150 yr;
so Impacts from institutional
seasonal controls ny
fluctuations in the notbe
water table ar not protective
expected beyond 150 yr;

groundwater is
not protected

Representative Site

216-B-7A & Not protective Does not comply Contaminant Rcducbio No short-term Readily $63
216-B-71 because concentrations through risks to workers; Implemen-
Cribs contaminants are high and natural ecological risks table

remain above will remain attenuation of expected.
PRGs after 130 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are

150 yr; within 0 to 4.6 m
institutional (0-15 ft) bgs
controls may
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr;
Voundnter is
Iot protected

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-7A Crib

216-B-8, Notprotective Does notcomply Contaminant Reduction Noshort-term Readily 312.568
216--9. because concentrations through risks toworkers; implemn-
216-T-6, contaminants arc high and natural ecological risks table
216-T-7. and remain above will remain attenuation of expected.
216-T-32 PRGs after ISO yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are
Cribs; 216- 150 yr; within 0 Bt 4.6 m
T-3 Trench; Institutional (0-15 ft) bgs
and 200-E- controls my
45 Sampling not be
Shaft protetenve

beyond 150 yr,
groundwater is
not I
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Sumnary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction of
WasteSit ProtSeo Long-Tnrm Toxicity,

ofmasHealth Compliance with Effettiveness Mobillty,or Shorn-Term Impleme- Cost
and the ARARs and volume Effectiveness tability ($2000)

Eaonment Permanence ThroughEovir~mrstTreatment

UPR-200- Not protective Does not comply Conaminant Contarinant Noshort-term Readily $412
E-7 because concentrations concentrations risks to workers; implemen-

contaminants ar high and arc high and no ecological risks table
remain above will rmin will remain expected
PRGs after 150 yr elevated past elevated past contaminants are

150 yr; 10 yr; greater than 4.6 m
institutional institutional (15 ft) bgs
controls my controls my
notbe not be
protective protective
beyond 150yr; beyond
gmundwater is 150 yr;
not protected groundwater

is not

I ~protectedI

241-B-361 Sludge poses Complies with After sludge is Reduction Short-term risks lo Readily S13.722
and 241-T- greatest risk as ARARs by removal removed, only through workers arc implemen.
361 Settling tanks are not of sludge; complies minimal risk naturs? anticipated to be table
Tanks thought to have with disposal remains; no attenuation of high for removal

leaked;after requirements anticipated radionuclides; ofthesludgeqno
sludge removal, risk to sludge would short-term risks
only minimal groundwater be teated as associated with
contamination is rcquihd to implementation of
expected; 1el waste Alternative 2;
remaining acceptance minimal short-
contamination is criteria term impacts to
anticipated so Vegetation and
reach PRGs within wildlife associated
150 yr with sludge

removal

Represenral'ie Site

216-1-38 Notprotective Doesnotcomply Contaminant Reduction Noshort-term Readily $3,718
Trench because concentrations through risks to workers; implenmn-

- contaminants ar high and natural ecological risks table
remain above will remain attenuation of expected.
PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are

150yr; within 0 to 4.6 m
institutional (0-15 ft) bgs
controls my
notbe
protective
beyond ISO yr;
groundwater is
Inot protected

Waste Sires Analogous to 216-B-38 Trench

216-B-35 Not protective Does not comply Containant Reduction No short-term Readily Included
tough216- because notcsrjtions through risks to wbrkers; hmlemn- in 216-

37,216- contaminants a chighand natural rcological risks table B1-38
B-39 remain above will remain J attenuation of I expected. I Crib
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Baltiing Criteria

Over.!l Reduction of
Waste Site ro o ong-Term Toxicity.

Proetn or Compliance with Effectiveness Mobilityor Short-Term Implemen- Cost
Hm Heath ARARs and volume Effectiveness tability (31000)
Environment Permanence Through

Treatment

through 216- PRGs after I5Oyr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are
B-41 150 yr; within 0 to 4.6 n
Trenches institutional (0-15 It) bgs

controls may
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

216-T-14 Not protective Does not comply Contaminant Reduction No short-term Readily $3.774
through 216- because concentrations through riskstoworkers; implenen-
T-17Cribs, contaminants am high and natural ecological risks table
216-T-21 remain above will renmin attenuation of expected,
through 216- PROs after 10 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants arm
T-25 150 yr; within 0 to 4.6 m
Trenches institutional (0-15 ft) bgs

controls ny
not be
potective
beyond 150 yr;
groundwater is
not protected

Representative Site

216-1-57 Siteiscovered Complieswith Hanford Reduction Noshort-term Readily S702
Crib with the Hanford ARARs because the Barrier is through risks to workers; implenn-

Barrier. This barier is in place protective to natural to ecological table
bonier breaks the I,= yr. attenuation of risks; site has
potential exposurc PROS for this radionuclides Hanford Barrier
pathways to site are
receptors and reached in
limits both approximately
infiltration and 330 yrs.
intrusion.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-37 Crib

216-B-50 Notprotectbve Does not comply Contaminant Reduction Noshort-term Readily $4,202
Crib.216-B- because concentrations through riskstoworkers; implemcn-
IIA&216- contaminants archighand natural ecologicalrisks table
B-iIB remain above will remin attenuation of expected;
French PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radionuclides contaminants are
Drains, 216- 150 yr greater than 4.6 m
B-62 Crib, institutional (15 ft) bgs
216-C-6 controls my
Crib. 216-S- not be
9 Crib, and protective
216,S-21 beyond 130 yr;
Crib groundwater is

not protected
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Table 6-1. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 2- Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

overall Reduction of
Waste Site Protco aLafg-Term Toxicity,

anHnlh Complianewith Effectiveness Mobility, or Short-Term Implemen- CostHam Health ARARs ad Worse Effectiveness lability (51000)
Endthoet Permnience ThroughLoviroment PeTreatient

UPR-200- Readily 5409
W-108 and implemen-
UPR-200- table
W-109

Representative Site

216-B- Not protective Does not comply Coitaminant Reduction No short-term Readily $695
Trench because concentrations through risks to workers; imnplemen-

contaminants ar high and naturil ecological risks table
IVmain above will remain attenuation of nay be expected if
PRGs after ISO yr elevated past radionuclides containmn ts are

150 yr; less than 4.6 m
Institutional (15 ) bgs
controls may
notbe
protective
beyond ISO yr;
groundwater is
not roeled

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-8-58 Trench

216-B-53A Not protective Does not comply Contaminant Reduction No short-term Readily $2060
Tranch,216- because concentrations through risksto workers; implemen.
9-53 contaminants are high and natural ecological risks table
Trench, 216- retrain above will emiUin attenuation of tay be expected if
B-54 Trench PRGs after 150 yr elevated past radikmuclides contaminants are

150yr less than 4.6 m
Institutional (15 ft) bp
controls may
not be
protective
beyond 150 yr
voundwater is
not protected

AlAR - applicable ar relevant and appropriate requirement. PRG - preliminary remediation goal.
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(8 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction of
Waste Protectn er Long-Tenn Toxldty,
Site Human Compliance Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term lmplemesNltb Cost (Stl)

thealth 7 d with ARARs and Volume Effectiveness
the Eaviro. Permanence Through

maet Treatment

Representative Site

216-B46 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High short-term Excavation to 220 $399,703
Crib because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; ft is necessary to

contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers remove
are removed contaminants n etPRGs. environment. estimated to be contaminants to
to nect PRCs. Excavation Reduction 935 rem, PROs. Excavation

proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology. natural not expected impractical
with little attenuation of because because ofthe
chance of radionuclides contaminants are location of the
failure removed. Higher 216-B-57 Crib.

possibility of 7he large area
impacting needed to
biological and/or excavate the site
cultural resources would undermine
because of the the 216-B-57 Crib
large excavation cap. In addition,
area over457,ODOyd'

would be disposed
of at ERDF for all
the cribs in this
site group.

Analogous Sites with Characterization Data

216-B43 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High short-term Excavation to Included in
through because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 220 ft is necessary the 216-B-46
216-13- contaminants by removing am removed to a less mobile dose to workers to remove Crib costs.
45,216- amremoved contaminants meet PRGs. enirornmnt. estimatedtobe contaminaRtsto 'hese sites
B-47 to meet PRGs Excavation Reduction 935 rem, PRGs. Excavation would be
through proven through ecologicalrisks atthissiteis remediatedas
216-8-49 technology, natural not expected impractical a group
Cribs with little attenuationof because because of the

chance of radionuclides contaminants are location of the
failure removed. Higher 216-8-57Crib.

possibility of 'Ife large area
impacting recdedto
biological and/or excavate the site
cultural resources would undermine
because of the the 216-B-57 Crib
large excavation cap.
area

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-1-46 Crib

216-11-14 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High short-term Excavation to S3,236,073
through because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 220 ft is necessary
216-B-19 contaminants by removing are removed to a less Mobile dose to workers to remove
Cribs and are removed contaminants =netPRGs. environment estimated to be contaminantsto
216-1-20 to nect PROS. Excavation Reduction 935 rem, PRGs. A large
through proven through ecological risks amt is needed to
216-8- technology, "amt not expected excavate the site.
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(S Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Redution!o
Waste Pratection f - Ling-Term Toxicity,

Site Human Compllance Effectiveness Mbmilty,.r Short-Termp
Health and with ARARs and volume Effectiveness Imp lsblllty Cast ($2000)

the EvImne- Permanece Through
met Treatment

34,216- with little attenuaton of because In addition. over
1-42. and chance of radionuclides contaminants are 6.9 milion yd'
216-B-52 failure removed. Higher would be disposed
Trenches possibility of of at ERDF for all

impacting the trenches in this
biological and/or site gpup.
cultural resources
because of the
large excavation
area

216-BY- Sludgeposes Complies Aftersludgeis Rcduction Short-termrisksto Readily $12,976
201 greatest risk as with ARARs removed, only though workers art mlementable
Settling tanks ae not by removal of minimal risk natural anticipated to be
Tank and thought to sludge; remains; no attenuation of high for removal
200-E-14 have leaked; complies with anticipated risk radionuclides; of the sludge;
Siphon after sludge disposal to groundwater sludge would Shor-term
Tank removal, only requirements be treated as impc to

minimal required to vegetation and
contamination meet waste wildlife associated
is expected; acceptance with sludge and
remaninig criteria tank removal
contamnaio
is anticipated
to reach PRGs
within ISO yr.

200-E- Prective Complies Removal of the Reduces Shot-term worker Readily $59,579
114 because with ARARs pipeline would through risk as implementable
Pipeline contaminants byremoving beapemunent natural contaminants are

are removed contaminants remedy attuation of 2 to 3m (7 to
someetPROS. ndionuclides 10ft)deep;shorl-

term ecological
impacts beau
of excavation of
pipeline.

216-B-51 Excavation of Complies Removal is Reduction Short-term worker Readily S150.388
French contaminants with ARARs effective in the through risk is low due to implementable
Drain provide by removing long term natural volume of waste

overall conaminats attenuation of received short-
protecton of radionuclides term ecological
human health Impacts are
and exect d because
environment of excavation of

voils.

UPR- Excavation of Complies Removal is Reduction Short-term worker Readily $227
200-E-9 contaminants with ARARs effective in the through risk is low due to implementable

provide by removing long term natural volume of waste
overall contmninaints attenuation of received short-
protection of radionuclides tem ecological
hurman health Impacts are
and "peeed because
envitrnment of excavation of
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative
(8 Pages)

3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Redoctlos of
Waste Protectioner Long-Term Toxicity,

Site luma. C.mpliance Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implementability Cost($1000)health and with ARARs and volume Effectrnss n tt
the Eaviron- Permanent Through

Ment Treatment

soils.

Representativ Site

216-T-26 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Moderate short- Excavation to 200 $39.576
Crib because with ARARs concentrations are moved to term risks to t is necessary to

contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile workers; dose to remove
are removed contaminants meet PRGs. environmnt. workers estimated contaminants to
to meet PRGs Excavation Reduction to be 0.54 mt, PRGs. Excavation

proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology. natural not expected inractical
with little attenuation of because because of the
chance of radionuclides contaminants are location of the
f2iUre removed. Higher 216-T-27 and 216-

possibility of T-2 CAibs
inVacting Excavation
biological and/or activities would
cultural resources need to be
exists because of coordinated with
the large the mrediation of
excavation area the adjacent cribs.

Waste Site Analogous to 216-T-26 Crib

216-T-1l Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Moderate shor- Excavation to 200 $39.576
Crib because with ARARs concentrations arm moved to term risks to ft is necessary to

contaminants by removing are removed to a less nobile workers; dose to remove
ae removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. workers estimated contaminants to
tomeet PRGS Excavation Reduction to be 0.54 rem, PRGs. Excavation

proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology, with natural not expected impractical
little chance of attenuation of because because of the
failure radionuclides contaminants are location of the

removed. Higher 216-T-27and 216-
possibility of T-28 Cribs.
impacting Excavation
biological and/or activities would
cultural resources need to be
exists because of coordinated with
the large the reoediation of
excavation area the adjacent cribs.

Reprsentative Site

216-B-5 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High shorn-temt Excavation to 285 S102,930
Injection/ because with ARARs concentartions are moved to risks to workers; ft is necessary to
Reverse contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers remove
Well are removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. estimated to be contaminants to

to meet PRGs. Excavation Reduction over 6 rem, PRCs. Excavation
proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology, natural not expected impractical
with little attenuation of because because over
chance of radionuclides contaminants are 4 million yd'of
failure removed. Higher soil needs to be
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative
(8 Pages)

3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.

'IThre.hold Criteria lialanciag Criteria

Overall Reduction .1
Waste 'rotection of L.ong-Teri Toxiciv.
Site human Compliance Effectiveness Mobility, or Short-Tern Implmenlability Cost ($1000)

h'ealth and with ARARs and Volume Effectiveness
the Environ. Permanence Through

ient Treatment

possibility ol removed to
impacling remove 20S yd' of
biological and or contaminated Mil.

cultural resources
because of the
large excavation
area

Waste Site Analogous to 216-H-5 lnjction/Reverse Well

216-T-3 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants high short-term Excavation to 285 S4,552
Injection/ because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; R is necessary to
Reverse contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers remove
Well are removed contaminants neet PRGs. environment. estimated to be contaminants to

to ml't PR(;s. Excavation Reduction over 6 rem, PRGs. Excavation
proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology, natural not expected impractical
with little attenuation of because because over 4
chance of radionuclides contaminants are million yd' of soil
failure removed. HIigher needs tobe

possibility of removed to
impacting remove 208 yd' of
biological andior contaminated soil.
cultural resources
because of the
large excavation
area

Representative Site

216-B-7A Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High short-term Excavation to S244.003
& 216-B- because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 222 1I is necessary
7B Cribs contaminants by removing ore rammoed to a less mobile dose to wtiorkers to rtmnve

are removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. estimated to be contaminants to
to meet PRGs. Excavation Reduction approximately PRGs. Excavation

proven through 6 rem, ecological at this site is
technology, natural risks not expected impractical
with little attenuation of because because of the
chanceof radionuclides contaminantsare locationofthe
failure removed. Higher 241-13 Tank Form.

possibility or In addition, over
impacting 1.9 million yd'
biological and'or would removed to
cultural resources remove 1,481 yd'
because of the of contaminated
large excavation soil.
area

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-7A Crib

216-B-8, Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Ilighshort-termi Excavationto222 $1,684,815
216-B-9. because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; feet is necessary to
216-T-6, contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers remove
216-T-7, am removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. estimated to be contaminants to
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(8 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction of
WVastk Proinflon of long-Tcrm Tosiiy,
Site 7uman Compliance Effectiveness Mobility.or Short-Term Implemcentability Cost (31000)

10ealth and -ith ARARs and Volume Effectiveness
the Environ- Permanence Through

meni Treatment

and216- to ncet I'RGs. Lxcavation Reduction approximately PRGs. ExcavaIion
T-32 proven through 6 rem, ecological at this site is
Cribs; technology. natural risks not expected impractical due to
216-T-5 with little attenuation or because the location Ofa the
Trench; chance or ndionuclides contaminants are 241-B Tank Farm.
and 200- failure removed. Hligher In addition, over
E-45 possibilityof 1.9 million cubic
Sampling impacting yards would be
Shaft biological and/or removed to

cultural resources renove 1.481
because of the cubic yards of
large excavation contaminated soil.
area

UPR- Prolective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Moderate short- Readily 3265
200-E-7 because with ARARs concentrations arm moved to term risks to implenentable

contaminants by removing arm removed to a less mobile workers;
are removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. cological risks
to meet PRGs. Excavation Reduction not expected

proven through because
technology, natural contaminants are
with little attenuation or removed.
chance o radionuclides
failure

241-B- Sludge puses Complies After sludge is Reduction Short-termrisksto Readily S14,156
361 and greatestriskas with ARARs removed,only through workers are implerentable
241-T- tanks are not by removal of minimal risk natural anticipated to be
361 thought to sludge; remains; no attenuation ot high for removal
Scttling have leaked; complies with anticipated risk radionuclides; of the sludee;
Tanks after sludge disposal to groundwater sludge would short-term impacts

removal, only requirements be treated as to vegetation and
minimal required to wildlife associated
contamination meet waste with sludge and
is expected; acceptance tank removal
remaining criteria

Reprcsitaivw Site

216-B-33 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Ilighshort-term Excavation to SI,036246
Trench because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 220 11 is necessary

contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers to remove
ar removed contaminants met PRGs. environment. estimated tobe contaminants to
to meet PRGs. Excavation Reduction 1560 rem; PRGs. Excavation

proven through ecological risks at this site is
technology, natural not expected impractical
with little attenuation of because because of the
chance of radionuclides contaminants are location of the
failure removed. Higher 216-B-57 Crib.

possibility o - The large area
impacting needed to
biological and/or excavate the site
cultural resources would undermine
becauscotthe the 216-B-57Crib
larecencavation cap. In addition,
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(8 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Redaction of
Waste Protection of Lang-Term Toxicity.
Site Human Compliance Effectiveness Mobility, or Short-Term Implementability Cost(SI000)

Health and with ARARs sod Volume EffectiveahesC
the Environ- Permanence Through

ment Treatment

am over 1.3 million
yd' would be
disposed of at
ERDF for all the
cribs adjacent to
this crib.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-38 Trench

216-8-35 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaninants High short-term Excavation to Included in
through because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 220 ft is necessary 216-B-38
216-B- contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers to remove Trench cost.
37,216- are removed to contaminants meet PRGs. environment. estimated to contaminants to These sites
B-39 meet PROs. Excavation Reduction bel56O rem; PRGs. Excavation would be
through proven through ecological risks at this site is remediated as
216-B-41 technology, natural not expected impactical a group
Trenches with little attenuation of because because of the

chance of radionuclides contaminants are locationofthe
failure removed. Higher 216-B-57Crib.

possibility of The large area
irpacting needed to
biological and/or excavate the site
cultutal resources would undermine
because of the the 216-1-57 Crib
large excavation cap. In addition.
Irel over 1.3 million

yd' would be
disposed of at
ERDF for all the
cribs adjacent to
this crib.

216-T-14 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants High short-term Excavation to SI45A.056
through because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to workers; 220 ft is necessary
216-T-17, contaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile dose to workers to remove
216-T-21 areremovedto contaminants mectPRGs. environment. estimated tobe contaminants to
through meet PRGs. Excavation Reduction 1560 rem; PRGs. Excavation
216-T-25 proven through ecological risks at this site is
Trenches tecmology. natural not expected imractical

with little attenuation of because because of the
chance of radionuclides contaminants are location of the
failure removed. Higher 216-B-57 Crib.

possibility of The large ara
impacting neededto
biological and/or excavate the site
cultural resources would undermine
because of the the 216-B-57 Crib
large excavation cap. In addition.
area over 13 milliw,

yd' would be
disposed of at
ERDF for all the
cribs adjacent to
this crib.
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(8 Pages)

Thresbold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Overall Reduction of
Waste Protectdonsof Long-Tern Totichty,
Site human Comptiance Elfectiveuess Mobility, or Short-Term Implementabliy Cost ($1000)Health and with ARARS and Volume Effectiveness

the Environ- Iermanence Through
ment Treatment

Representatwe Site

216-B-57 N/A. Barrier N/A. Barrier N/A. Barrier N/A. Barrier NIA. Barrier N/A. Barrier N/A. Barier
Crib currently in currently in currently in currently in currently In place currently in place currently in

place for this place for this place for this place for this for this waste site for this waste site place for this
waste site waste site waste site waste site waste site

Wase Sites Analogous to 216-B-57 Crib

216-B-50 ProWive Conplics Contaminant Contraminants High short-term Excavation to S132,012
Crib, because with ARARs concentrations are moved to risks to WOrkers; 177 ft is necessary
216-B- contaminants by removing are removed to a less; mobile dose to workes toremove
IIA& are removed to contaminants meet PRGs. environmtnt. estimated to be contarninants to
216-1- meetPRGs. Excavation Reduction 1orem;ecological PRGs.
lI1 proven through risksno expected
French technology, natural because
Drains, with little attenuation of contaminants are
216-B62 chance of radionuclides removed. Higher
Crib. failure possibility of
216-C-6 impacting
Crib, biological and/or
216-S-9 cultural resources
Crib, and because of the
216-S-21 large e"cavation
Crib area

UPR- Protective Complics Contaminant Contaminants Short-termrisksto Readily $169
200-W- because with ARARs concentrations are moved to workm is low implementable.
108 and conuaminants by removing are removed to a less mobile given the volume
UPR- are removed to contaminants icet PRGs. environment. of the spill
200-W- ont PRGs. Excavation Reduction ecological risks
109 proven through not expected

technology, natural because
with little attenuation of contaminants are
chance of radionuclides removed.
failure

Representative Site

216-B-58 Protective Complies Contaminant Contaminants Short-term risks to Readily $1,531
Trench because with ARARs concentrations are moved to workers is iwplementable

contaminants by removing are remved to a less mobile moderate; dose to contaminants
ae removed contaminants meet PRGs. environment. workers estimated approximately 7.3
to meet PRs. Excavation Reduction tobe m (24 ft) bgs

proven through approximately
technology, natural 0.04 rem
with little attenuation of ecological risks
chance of radionuclides not expected
failure because

contamrinants mre
removed.
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Table 6-2. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal.
(8 Pages)

Threshold Criteria BalancIng Criteria

Overall Reduction of
Waste Protection of Long-Term Toxicty,
Site Human Compfiasce Effectivedess Mobility. or Short-Term

Halth and with ARARs and volume Effectiveaess lmplemnentablty Cost ($1000)
the Eaviro.- Permaseue Through

met Treatment

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-58 Trench

216-B- Protective Complies Contaminant Cotainants Short-tamrisksto Readily S4,820
53A because with ARARs concentrations are moved to workers is implementable
Trench, contaminants by removing am removed to a less mobile moderate; dose to contaminants
216-B-53 are removed contaminants cet PROs. environment. workers estimated approximately
Trench, to mcet PRGc. Excavation Reduction to be 7.3 m (24 ft) bgs
216-0-54 prven hrmugh approximately
Trench technology. natural 0.04 rem

with little attenuation of ecological risks
chance of radionuclides not expected
failure because

contaminants are
removed.

ARAR - apphcable orrelevant and appropriate requirenMenL PRG - preluinaryremediationgoal.
N/A - not applicable.

Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste OVlng-Term Txicity,
Site Compliance Effec"Wveess Mobility, or short-Term Implaaenta- cost

anwith ARAs and Volume Effectiveoess bility ($2000)
Eairoumeat Permamenee Through

Treatment

Representative Site

216-l46 bar Corplies Modified Reduction United short-tam Readily $5,548
Crib potenial withARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implemanitable;

because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
barrieris in protective to radiwiuclides expected;site will grain capping

reeptr place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
houg for this site clean soil placed as not been
placement of a are reached in the final lay. Idendt fia
surface baier to approximately
Eimit both 410 yrs
infiltration and
intrusion.

Analogous Sites with Charaderization Data

226-8-43 Thisaltenative Complies Modified Reduction limitedshort-term Readily Included in
through would break with ARARs RCRACtye throughnatural risks toworkers;no implemen- 216-B-46
216-B-45, potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks table; source of Crib cost
216-B47 exposure barierisin protectiveto radionuclides expected; sitewill fine grain Thesesites
through pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped ad capping would be
216-49 revptors for this site Mre clean soil placed as materials has renediated
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Long-Term Toxiety,
Site ilmti elth Compliance Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implements- Cost

7 d t with ARARs and Volume Effectiveness bility ($1000)

Endi.net Permanence Threagh
Treatment

Cribs through reached in the fmal layer not been as a group
placement of a approximately identified.
surface barrier to 410yrs.
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-46 Crib

216-B-14 Thisalternative Complies Modified Reduction Limited shor-term Readily S4,27
through would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implementabke;
216-R-19 potential becausethe barrieris attenuationof ecologicalrisks sourceoffine
Cribs and exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
216-11-20 pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and naterials has
through receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not been
216-13-34, through inched in the final layer. identified.
216--42. placementofa approximately
and 216- surface barrier to 410 yrs.
B-52 limit both
Trenches infiltration and

intrusion.

216-BY- nis alternative Complies Reduction irnited shor-term Readily 514.654
201 would break with through natural risks to workers; no implcmentable;
Settling potential Complies attenuation or ecological risks sourecoffine
Tank and exposure with ARARs radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
200-E-14 pathways to because the be capped and materials has
Siphon receptors barrier is in clean soil placed as not been
Tank through place the final layer identified.

placement ofa
surface barrier to
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

200-E-1 14 This alternative Complies Modified Reduces United short-term Readily $5,492
Pipeline would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implementable;

potential because the harrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not beat
through reached in the final layer identified.
placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 410yrs.
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

216-B-51 This alternative Complies Modified Reduction Limited short-term Readily $649
French would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implcmentable;
Drain potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine

exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides .expected; site will graincapping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. identified.
placement of a approximately
surface barrier to I I _j
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balanaeng Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Long-Term Toxicity.
Site r eltfh Compliance Effectiveness Mobility. or Short-Term Implements- Cost

and t with ARARs and Volume Effectiveness bility (S1000)
Eaviroament Permanece Through

Treatment

hmit both 410yrs.
infiltration and
Uifrusionl.

UPR-200- This alternative Complies Modified Reduction limited short-term Readily $653
E-9 would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implementable;

potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source offine
exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. Identified.
placement of a approximately
surrace barrier to 410yrs.
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

Representativ Site

216-T-26 This alternative Complies Modified Reduction United short-term Readily $1.126
Crib would break with ARARS RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implemrentable;

potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site arm clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. identified.
placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 330 yrs.
limit both
infilratiot and
intusion.

Waste Site Analogous to 216--26 CrIb

216-T-1S This atemative Complies Modified Reduction limited short-term Readily $1.126
Crib would break with ARARs RCRACtype through natural risks to workers; no implementable;

potential because the barrier Is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
exposwrU barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; alte will grain capping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site art clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. identified.
placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 330 yrs.
limit both
Infiltration and
intrusion

Representative Site

216-D-5 Protective Complies Contaminants Limited short-term Readily S1,627
Injection/ because Tis with ARARs are reduced risks to workers; no implementable;
Reverse alternative because the through natural ecological risks source of fine
Well would break barrier is in attenuation or expected; site will grain capping

potential place radionuclides be capped and materials has
exposure clean soil placed as not been
pathways to
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Long-Term Toxicity,
Site Protectionof Compliance Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implementa- Cost(lman lih ,ith ARARS and Volume Effectiveness bility ($1000)

ndi the Pertnamenoc ThroughEnvlrornmn Treatment

receptors the final layer identified.
through
placement of.
surface barrier to
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

Waste Site Analogous to 216-B-S Injection/Reverse Well

216-T-3 This alternative Complies Reduction Limited short-term Readily 51,627
Injection/ ..ould break with ARARs through natural risks to workers: no implenrtable;
Reverse potential because the attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
Well exposure barrier is in radionuclides expected; site will grain capping

pathways to place be capped and materials has
receptors clean soit placed as not been
through the final layer identified.
placement of a
surface barrier to
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

Representative Site

216-B-7A This alternative Complies Hanford-type Reduction Umited short-term Readily 52,168
& 216-4- vould break with ARARs barrier is through natural risks to wmrkers; no implementable;
7B Cribs potential because the protective to attenuation of ecological risks source of fine

exposure barrier is in 1000 yr. radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place PRGs for this be capped and materials has
receptors site are clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. Identified.
placement oft approximately
surface barrier to 30 yrs, for the
limit both short lived
infiltration and radionuclides
intrusion. With TRU

waste present
this barrier is
protective to
1000yrs.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-7A Crib

216-B4. This alternative Complies Hanford type Reduction Limited short-term Readily $26,918
216--9, iould break with ARARs barrier is through natural risks to workers; no implementable;
216-T-6. potential becausethe protectiveto attenuationof ecologicalrisks sourceoffine
216-T-7. exposure barrier is in 1000 yr. radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
and 216- pathways to place PRGs for this be capped and materials has
T-32 receptors site are cle soil placed as not been
Cribs; through reached in the final layer identified.
216-T-5 placement of a approximately
Trench; surface barrier to 390 yrs, for the
and 200- limit both short lived
E-45 infiltration and radionuclides
sampling With TRU
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Long-Term Toxicity,
Site ' "H a " l Compliance Effectiveness Mobility. or Short-Tera Implements- cost

and the with ARARS and Volume Effectiveness bily ($1000)

Emimwlment Permanence Through
Treatment

Shaft intrusi . waste present
this baier is
protective to
1000 yr.

UPR-200- nis alternative Complies Hanford type Reduction Umited short-tern Readily S664
E-7 would break with ARARs hairier is through natural risks to workers; no implementable;

potential because the protective to attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
exposure barrier is in IODO yr. radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place PRGs for this be capped and materials has
receptors site are clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. identified.
placenmentof a approximately
surface barrier to 390 yrs. for the
limit both short lived
infiltration and radionuclides
intrusion. With TRU

waste present
this barrier is
protective to
3000 yrs

241-8-361 This alternative Complies Reduction Umited short-tern Readily S15.986
and 241- would break with ARAs through natural risks to workers; no inpenentable;
T-361 potential becausethe attenuation of ecological risks souwceoffine
Settling exposure barrier isin radionuclides expected, site will grain capping
Tanks pathways to place be capped and noterials has

receptors clean soil placed as not been
through the final layer identified.
placenit of a
surface barrier to
limit both
Infiltration and
intrusion.

Representative Site

216-B-38 This alternative Cormlies Modified Reduction Umited short-term Readily $11,136
Trench would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implementabic;

potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and mnterials has
receptors for this site we clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the fNal layer. identified.
placement Ora approximtely
surface barrier to 400 yn.
limit both
infiltration and
intrusion.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-38 Trench

216-8-35 1nis alternative Complies Modified Reduction Urmited short-term Readily included in
through .ouldbreak with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implemeritable; 216-B-38
216--317 potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine Trench cost.
216-B-39 exposure barrier is in protective to I expected; site will grain capping These sites
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Oetiol fLong-Term Toxicity,
Site otetiOROf Compliance Effectiveness Mobility,or Short-Term Implements- Costsum Heslh with ARARs and Volume Effecliveness bilty ($1000)

ndthet Permanence ThroughEnvironment Treatment

through pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs radionuclides be capped and materials has would be
216-8-41 receptors for this site are clean soil placed as notbeen remediated
Trenches through reached in the leal layer. identified. as a group

placement ofa approximately
surface barrier to 400 yrs.
limit both
infiltration and
intusion.

216-T-14 This alternative Complies Modified Reduction limited short-term Readily $11,302
through would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no impl ntble;
216-T-17, potential because the barier is attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
216-T-21 exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site wil grain capping
through pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and naterials has
216-T-25 receptors for this site am clean soil placed as not been
Trenches through reached in the final layer. identified.

placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 400 yr
limitboth
infiltradon and
intrusion.

Representatiw Site

216-B-57 Barriercurrently Barrier Barrier Reduction Barriercurrentlyin Barrier N/A

w waste site waste site radionuclid s waste site

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-57 Orib

216-B-50 Thisaltemative Complies Modified Reduction United short-term Readily $9,437
Crb,216- would break with ARARs RCRA C ype through naunnal risks lto workers;no implementnbke;
B-11A& potential becausethe barrieris attenuationof ecological risks sourceoffine
216-B- exposure barrierisin protectiveto radionuclides expected;sitewill graincapping
tiB pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
French receptors for this site an clean soil placed as not been
Drains. through reached in the final layer. identified.
216-B-62 placement of a approximately
Cb. 216- surface banier to 330 yrs.
C-6 Crib. limit both
216-S-9 infiltration and
Crib, and intrusion.
216-S-21
Crib

UPR-200- This alternative Complies Modified Reduction United short-term Readily SI7S
W-108 would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implcmentable;
and UPR- potential because the barrieris attenuation of ecological risks source of fine
200-W- exposure barrier is in protective to radionuclides expected; site will grain capping
109 pothways to place a 500 yr. PRGs be capped and nterials has

receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the final layer. identified.
placement of. spproximately
surface barrier to 330 yrs.
limit both
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Table 6-3. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 4 - Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria alaning Criteria

Reduction of
Waste ovea Leg-Term Toxicity.
Site Protectionr Comp.ifni Effectivees Mobiityor Short-Te.m Implementa- Cost

an ethe with ARARs and volume Effectiveness bility ($2000)
Emvlrmewt Fermanence Tbrough

Treatment

infiltration and
intrusion.

Representative Site

216-B-58 This alternative Complies Modified Reduction Limited short-term Readily 51,703
Trench would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implementable;

potential because the barrier is attenuation of ecological risks sourceof fine
exposure barrierisin protectiveto radionuclides expected;sitewill graincapping
pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
receptors for this site ar clean soil placed as not been
through reached in the fmal layer. identified.
placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 293 yrs.
limitboth
infiltration and
intrusion.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-N-58 Trench

216-B- This alternative Complies Modified Reduction Limited short-term Readily 55,780
53A would break with ARARs RCRA C type through natural risks to workers; no implermentable;
Trench, potential becausethe barrieris attenuation of ecological risks sounteof fine
216-D-53 exposure barrierisin protectiveto radionuclides expected;sitewill grain capping
Trench, pathways to place 500 yr. PRGs be capped and materials has
216-1-54 receptors for this site are clean soil placed as not been
Trench through reached in the final layer. identified.

placement of a approximately
surface barrier to 283 ys.
limitboth
infiltration and
intrusion.

AlRAR - applicable or relevant and appropriate requirment.
PRG - preliminaryremediation goal.

RCLA - Resource Conser Ion d Recovery Ad Of 976.

Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balacing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Toiity,
Site Prtection or Compliance Lang-Term Mobility, or Short-Term Implemm.- CotHuman Health with Effectivenessad Volone Effectiveness tability (0000)nud the ARARs Peruann

Environment Tmtnt

Representative Site

216-B- 1 Thisateative I Complies This alternative is Reduction High short-term Readily S21,793
46 Crib would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable;

potential IARAs human health and I natural dose to workers source of fine I I
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Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Toxicity
Site Frotection of Compliance Long-Term lTailityor Short-Term Implemn- CostHuman Health with Effectiveness and volume EffeciveTe tability 0000)and the ARARs Ferianentec Voumb

Environment Treatment

exposure because the the envirvnment by attenuation of estimated to be grain capping
pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides 935 m, ecological Intenials has
receptors place of the risks are not not been
through contaminants in expected because idenified.
placement of a the soil and contaminants arm
surface barrier to breaking exposure removed.
limit both pathways. Some
infiltration and chemicals and
intrusion. radionuclides are

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.

Analogous Sites with Characterization Data

216-B- This altemative Complies This alterative Is Reduction High shor-term Readily included in
43 would break with protective of through risks to workC; impleimentable; 216-B-46
through potential ARARs human health and natural dose toworkers source of fine Cribeost.
216-fl- exposure becausethe theetnvironmntilby attenuationof estimatedtobe graincapping Thesesites
45,216- pathwaysto banier isin removingaportion radionuclides 935 rem;ecological nauteials has would be
U-47 receptors through place of the risks not expected notbeen remediated
though placement of a contaminants in because identified. as agroup
216-B- surface barrier to the soil and contlminants arm
49 Cribs limitboth breaking exposure removed.

infiltration and pathways. Sone
intrusion. chemicals and

radionuclides are
left in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-46 Crib

216-B- This alternative Complies This alternative is Reduction High short-term Readily $331,966
14 would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable;
through potential ARARS hurnnhealthand natural dose to workers sourcofrine
216-l- exposure because the theenvironmentby attenuation of estimatedlobeover grain capping
19 Cribs pathways to barrier Is in removing a portion radiaouclides 935 rem; ecological materials has
and 216- receptors place of the risks not expected not been
B-20 though contaminants in the because identified.
through placement of a soil and breaking contaminants are
216-B- surface barrier to exposure removed.
34,216- limit both pathways. Some
B-42, infiltration and chemicals and
and 216- intrusion. radionuclides are
B-52 left in place. Caps
Trenches will be designed to

limit and contrl
infiltration.

216-BY- NA. NA NA NA NA NA NA
201
Settling
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Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Redoction *f
Waste Overall whdetion Sm
Site protectio of Compliance Mot-er Tliity o

Human Hrealthe C wpihc Efeea ma-T n Mobility, or Short-Term fmplemen- CostHuman Health h E ectivenen and Volume Effectiveness tability ($0000)andthe ARARs Permanece Through
Envdronmeat Treatment

Tank and
200-E-14
Siphon
Tank

200-E- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
114
Pipeline

216-B- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
51
French
Drain

UPR- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
200-E-9

Representative Site

216-T-26 This altemative Complies This alternative is Reduction Moderate shorn-term Readily S2,070
Crib would break with protective of through risks to workers; iplementable;

potential ARARs hunnhealthand natural dose to wrkers source of fine
exposure because the the environment by attenuation of estimated to be grain capping
pathways o barrier is in reOving a portion radionuclides 0.54 rem; ecological materials has
receptors place of the risks riot expected not been
through contaminants in the because identified.
placement ofa soil and breaking contaminmss are
surface barrier to exposure remxwed. Higher
limit both pathnys. Soe possibility of
infiltration and chemicals and impacting biological
intrusion. radionuclides are and/or cultural

left in place. Caps resources exists
will be designed to because of the large
limit and control excavation area
infiltration.

Waste Site Analogous to 216-T-26 Crib

216-T-I This atermative Complies This altemative is Reduction High shod-tem Readily 52,070
Crib would break with protective of through risks to workers; irplcmntable;

potential ARARs nmanuhealth and natirl dose toworkers soureof fine
exposure because the the environment by attenuation of estimated to be grain capping
pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides approximately naterials has
receptors place of the 0.54 rem; ecological not been
through contaminants in risks not expected identified.
placement of a the soil and because
surface barrier to breaking exposure contaminants are
limit both pathways. Sene femoved.
infiltration and chemicals and
intrusion. radionuclides are

ft in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.
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Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Waste Overll 
Reduction of

Site Proection of Compliance Long-Term Toxiity,
ulman health with Effectiveness and Mobility, or Short-Term Implemes- Cost

endVthe ARARs permanere volume Effectiveness tability ($0000)
Environment Treotment

Representative Site

216-B-5 A NA NA NA NA NA NA
injection
/Reverse
well

Waste Site Analogous to 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well

216-T-3 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Injection
/Reverse
Well

Representative Site

216-11- Thisaltenative Complies Thisalttmativeis Reduction Ilighshort-term Readily S1,668
7A & would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable;
216-11- potential ARARs human health and natural dose toworkers soure of fine
711 Cribs exposure because the the envirnmernit by attenuation of estimated to be 6 grain capping

pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides rem; ecological risks materials has
receptors place of the contaminants not expected not been
through in the soil and because identified.
placement of a breaking exposure contaminants ar
surface barrier to pathways. Some removed.
limit both chemicals and
infiltration and radinuclidcs are
intrusion. left in place. Caps

will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-7A Crib

2164-8. This alternative Complies This alternative is Reduction High short-term Readily 165,277
216-B-9, would break with protective of through risks to workers; inmplemntablc;
216-T-6. potential ARARs humnn health and natural dose toworkers source of fine
216-T-7, exposure because the the environment by attenuation of estimated tobe grain capping
and 216- pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides 6 rem; ecological materialshas
T-32 receptors place of the risks notexpected notbeen
Cribs; through contaminants in the because identified.
216-T-5 placement of a soil and breaking contaminants are
Trench; surface barrier to exposure memoved.
and 200- limit both pathways. Some
E-45 infilration and chemicals and
Sampling intrusion. radionuclides are
Shaft left in place. Caps

will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.
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Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balsning Criteria

Reduction of
Waste Overall Toxicity,

Site Protection of Compliance Long-Term Mobilty,or Short-Term Implemem- CostHama Health with Effectiveness and Volume Effectivesess lability (SOW0)and the ARARs Pcrmamanee ThroughEnvironment Treatment

UPR- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
200-E-7

241-B- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
361 and
241.T-
361
Settling
Tanks

Representative Site

216-1-38 This alternative CompTies This alternative is Reduction High short-term Readily S75049
Trench would break with protectiveof though risks to worker; implementable;

potential ARARS humanhealthand natual dose toworkers sourceof fine
exposure because the the environmenrt by attenuation of estimated to be grain capping
pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides 1560 rm; ecological materials has
receptors place of the risks not expected not been
through contaminants in because identified.
placement of a the soil and contaminants ar
surface barrier to breaking exposure runoved.
limit both pathways. Some
infiltration and chemicals and
intrusion. radionuclides arm

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
linit and control
infiltrtion.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-38 Trench

216-B- This alternative Complies This alternative is Reduction High abort-term Readily Included in
35 would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable; 216-8-38
through potential ARARs human heah and natural dose to workers source of fine Trench
216-B- exposure because the the environment by attenuation of estinated to be grain capping cost.
37,216- pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides 1560 ran ecoloical materials has These sites
B-39 receptors place of the risks not expected notbeen would be
though through contaminants in because identified. remediated
216-13- placement of a the soilad cotaminmnts are as a group
41 surfacebarrierto braking exposure ,emoved.
Trenches limit both pathways. Some

infiluation and chemicals and
intrusion. radiwuclides are

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
linit and control
infiltration.

216-T-14 This alternative Complies This alternative Is Reduction High short-term Readily S77,450
through would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable;
216-T- potential ARARs humanhealthand natural dose toworkers source of fine
17,216- exposur becausethe theenvironmentby attenuation of estinmatedtobelS60 graincapping
T-21 pathways to barrier is in removing a portion ndionuclides re; ecological risks rmaterials has
through receptors of the not expected notbeen
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Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction of
W~aste Overall oih
Site Frotection of Compliance Long-Term Toxicity,

Human Health with Effectiveness and Moblit Er Short-Term Implemen- coat
and the ARARs Permanence Volume Effectiveness Sably ($000)

Esvlroawmeat Through
EnvirnmentTreatment

216-T-25 through place contamants in because identified.
Trenches placement of a the soil and contaminants are

surface barrier to breaking exposure removed
limit both pathways. Some
infiltration and chemicals and
intrusion. radionuclides are

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.

Representative Site

216-B-57 Barriercurrently Barrier Barriercurrentlyin Reduction Barriercurrentlyin Banier WA
Crib in place for this currently in place for this waste through place for this waste currently in

waste site place for site natural site place for this
this waste attenuation of waste site
site radionuclides

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-57 Crib

216-b- This alternative Complies This altemative is Reduction High short-term Readily S37.408
50 Crib, would break with protective of through risks to workers; iplementabl;
216-B- potential ARARs human health and natural dose toworkers sourceof ine
IIA& exposure becausethe theenvironmentby attenuationof estimatedtobe graincapping
216-B- pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides approximtely materials has
1111 receptors place of the 10rem;ccological notbeen
French through contaminants in risks not expected identified.
Drains. placement of a the soil and because
216-B- surface barrier to breaking exposure contaiminants are
62 Crib. limit both pathways. Some removed.
216-C-6 infiltration and chemicals and
Crib, inaion. radionuclides are
216-S-9 left in place. Caps
Cl and will be designed to
216-S-21 limit and control
Crib infiltration.

UPR- NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
200-W-
108 and
UPR-
200-W-
109

Representative Site

216-B- nis altermnative Complies This alternative is Reduction High short-term Readily NA
58 would break with protective of through risks to workers; implementable;
Trench potential ARARs human health and natural dose to workers sourceofline

exposure because the the environment by attenuation of estimated to be grain capping
pathways to barrier is in removing a portion radionuclides approximately materials has
receptors place of the 0.04 rcm; ecological not been
through contaminants in risks not expected

6-72



DOERL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Table 6-4. Detailed Analysis Summary for Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and
Disposal with Capping. (7 Pages)

Threshold Criteria Balancing Criteria

Reduction or
Waste Overall Toxity
Site Protectlos of Compliance Long-Term Tobiityr

Hum Health with Effectiveneu and Mobility, or Short-Term Implem(- cos

andthe ARARs Permanence volume Effectiveness lability ($0)
Environment troumn

Treatment
placement of a the soil and because identified.
surface barrier to breaking exposure contaminants are
limit both pathways. Some removed
infiltration and chemicals and
intrusion. radionuclides are

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltration.

Waste Sites Analogous to 216-B-58 Trench

216-B- This altemative Complies This altemnative is Reduction High short-term Readily NA
53A would break with protectiveof through risks to workers; imrplementable;
Trench, potential ARARs human health and natural dosetoworkers sourceoffine
216-B- exposure because the the environment attenuation of estimated tobe grain capping
53 pathways to barrierisin byremovinga radionuclides approximately materials has
Trench. receptors place portion of the 0.04 rem; ecological notbeen
216-B- through contaminants in risks not expected identified.
54 placement of a the soil and because
Trench surface barrier to breaking exposure contaminants arm

limit both pathways. Some removed.
infiltration and chemicals and
intrsion. radionuclides are

left in place. Caps
will be designed to
limit and control
infiltttion.

ARAR - applicable rrelevantand appropriate requirement.
PRG - preliminary remediation goal.
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Table 6-5. Summary of Baseline Dose and Risk to a Potential Intruder at
150 Years'.

Site Intruder Dose Intruder Risk(mremlyr)

216-B-46 Crib 137 2.2 E-03

216-T-26 Crib 26 3.8 E-03

216-B-58 Trench 7.7 1.3 E-04

216-B-43 Crib 1355 2.1 E-02

216-B-44 Crib 1164 1.8 E-02

216-B-45 Crib 2451 3.9 E-02

216-B-47 Crib 4218 6.5 E-02

216-B-48 Crib 4664 7.8 E-02

216-B-49 Crib 624 4.2 E-02

216-B-26 Trench 270 4.4 E-03

216-B-7A&B 238 2.7 E-03

216-B-38 Trench 109 1.8 E-03

216-B-57-Crib 35 5.7 E-04

216-B-58 Trench 7.7 1.3 E-04

'Dose and risk are baseline values assuming the current concentrations decay
for 150 yr, then the contaminated soil is removed and used by the intruder in
a garden plot. Details are provided in Appendix E.
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7.0 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This chapter presents the comparative analysis of the five remedial alternatives for the
200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites to identify their relative advantages and
disadvantages. This comparison is based on the seven CERCLA evaluation criteria discussed in
Chapter 6.0. The results of this analysis provide a basis for selecting a remedial alternative for
each representative waste site and associated analogous waste sites. These remedial alternatives
are as follows:

. Alternative 1 -No Action

* Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored
Natural Attenuation

* Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal

* Alternative 4 - Capping.

* Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Capping.

7.1 OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Alternative I would fail to provide overall protection of human health and the environment,
because contaminants at concentrations above the PRGs would remain on site with no actions to
restrict intrusion or protect groundwater. No waste sites in these OUs are expected to be
remediated under the no-action alternative.

Alternative 2 would not provide overall protection of human health and the environment for the
majority of the waste sites in these OUs. However, differences among representative sites and
their analogous sites with regard to the process history, site size, or potential remedial action
require further explanation. An example is the 216-B-57 Crib, where the existing Hanford
Barrier provides adequate protection for human health, the environment, and the groundwater.
The Hanford Barrier is designed to be protective for 1,000 yr; therefore, this crib qualifies under
Alternative 2. Additional sites identified include the 216-B-51 French Drain, which received the
same type of process waste as the 216-B-46 Crib; however, the quantity of waste received was
three orders of magnitude less than the representative site. The 216-B-46 Crib site received
6,700 m3 (1.77 million gal) of process waste, while the 216-B-51 French Drain received I M3

(275 gal). Given this large volume difference and the nature of the contaminants in the
216-B46 Crib, the 216-B-51 French Drain site should meet the criteria for overall protectiveness
of human health and the environment.

Four tanks, the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank, 200-E-14 Siphon Tank, 241-B-361 Settling Tank,
and 241-T-361 Settling Tank all have similar remedial actions. The postulated remedial action
would remove the sludge from the tanks, fill the void space with a structural fill to prevent
subsidence, and monitor the site.
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Alternative 3 is considered protective of long-term human health and the environment.
However, deep contamination exists at the majority of the sites. Considerable resources would
be expended to remove the deep contamination. These resources include land to stockpile
uncontaminated overburden, disposal space at the on-site landfill, workers due to the high dose
rate, and in some cases, deep excavations would extend into existing structures and operating
facilities (e.g., tank farms). Furthermore, Alternative 3 would expose workers to high doses of
contamination. Exceptions are the 216-T-26 Crib analogous sites and the 216-B-58 Trench
analogous sites, where the worker dose is approximately 0.54 and 0.04 rem, respectively. Doses
at the remaining sites range from 6 rem to over 1,500 rem, depending on the types and
concentrations of contaminants at these waste sites.

Alternative 4 is considered protective of human health and the environment, because it would
break potential exposure pathways to receptors through placement of a surface barrier and
implementation of institutional controls. The barrier also would provide groundwater protection
by limiting and controlling infiltration. Caps would be designed commensurate with site
contaminant conditions, and institution controls would be used at capped sites to augment
protectiveness until the PRGs are achieved through natural attenuation. The site would
incorporate monitoring and inspections of barrier performance and natural attenuation to aid in
the evaluation of cap performance. The cap would provide additional intrusion protection past
the 150-year institutional controls period and infiltration control to protect groundwater. The
area would be maintained for industrial land use.

Alternative 4 is protective, provided that monitoring (e.g., monitored natural attenuation, barrier
performance, groundwater protection) is implemented where groundwater protection criteria are
exceeded. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would leave contamination on site and would require
institutional controls to be protective over the necessary timeframe. Alternative 3 would remove
contaminants above PRGs.

Alternative 5 is considered protective of human health and the environment, because it would
break potential exposure pathways to receptors through placement of a surface barrier and
institutional controls and would provide groundwater protection by limiting and controlling
infiltration. Caps would be designed commensurate with site contaminant conditions, and
institution controls would be used at capped sites to augment protectiveness until the PRGs are
achieved through natural attenuation. The site would incorporate monitoring and inspections of
barrier performance and natural attenuation to aid in the evaluation of cap performance. The cap
would provide additional intrusion protection past the 150-year institutional controls period and
infiltration control to protect groundwater. The area would be maintained for industrial land use.

Alternative 5 is protective, if monitoring (e.g., monitored natural attenuation, barrier
performance, groundwater protection) is implemented where groundwater protection criteria are
exceeded. As mentioned above in Alternative 3, remediation workers would be exposed to high
doses of contaminants during the remediation with the exception of the 216-T-26 Crib site.
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7.2 COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE -
REQUIREMENTS

Alternative 1 does not comply with ARARs, because no sites within the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
and 200-PW-5 OUs meet the criteria under this alternative.

Alternative 2 generally does not comply with the ARARs because it is not protective of human
health and the environment for most of the representative sites; however, this alternative would
comply with all ARARs for the 216-B-57 Crib, a site with a small amount of contamination,
which is located near the surface. The Hanford Prototype Barrier already is installed over this
site; no additional cap is required at the site. Maintenance and the design of the cap provide
compliance with ARARs in the long-term. The ARARs may be met under Alternative 2 for the
216-E-1 14 Pipeline. This is a 5 cm (2-in.) steel pipeline that runs from the BY and C Tank
Farms to the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank and the 216-B-14 through 216-B-19 Cribs. The pipeline is
buried 2.1 to 3 m (7 to 10 ft) deep and is almost 4.8 km (3 mi) long. The only evidence of
leakage was a small amount near the tank farms source. Because of the small diameter, the steel
construction, and basic/neutral waste stream, significant leaks along the pipeline are unlikely.
Confirmatory sampling is required before this alternative is implemented.

The ARARs for 216-B-5 and 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Wells would not be met under
Alternative 2 without a wavier. Contaminants remain in deep in the vadose zone potentially
above PRGs. The contaminants would not be effectively addressed by a cap because they are
currently close to the water table. However, groundwater monitoring at the 216-B-5
Injection/Reverse Well indicates declining groundwater concentrations and the contaminants in
the vadose are not generally very mobile.

Alternative 3 complies with most of the ARARs by removal of contamination to the PRGs.
Worker protection ARARs may be exceeded, however, without adequate worker protections, due
to the high concentrations of contaminants associated with the waste sites.

Alternative 4 complies with the ARARs by breaking exposure pathways. Where contaminants
remain at depths that exceed the groundwater protection criterion, vadose zone or groundwater
monitoring will be required to show protectiveness of groundwater.

Alternative 5 complies with most of the ARARs by breaking exposure pathways through
removal of shallow contaminants followed by a cap to protect the groundwater from deeper
contaminants. Where contaminants remain at depths that exceed the groundwater protection
criterion, vadose zone or groundwater monitoring will be required to show protectiveness of
groundwater. Worker protection ARARs may be exceeded, however, without adequate worker
protections, due to the high concentrations of contaminants associated with the waste sites.

7.3 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Alternative 1 is not effective in the long term because waste remains in place without any
protections. In contrast, the other three alternatives would be effective and protective in the long
term, but to different levels.

7-3



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Alternative 2 would not be an effective and permanent remedial action in the long term for most
of the waste sites in these OUs because of the extended period of time that the contaminants
would remain on site. Alternative 2 is effective for the 216-B-57 Crib in the long term because
of the Hanford Barrier that is in place at this site. Alternative 2 is also considered effective for
the 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks, the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank, and the 200-E-14
Siphon Tank because most of the risk is associated with the sludge, which will be removed.
Alternative 2 is also considered protective at the 216-B-51 French Drain and the 200-E-114
Pipeline. The French drain received only a minor waste volume and the 200-E-1 14 Pipeline is
only 5 cm (2 in.) in diameter with two small leak locations. A portion of the pipeline will be
removed to provide additional data for this waste site.

Alternative 3 would provide the highest degree of effectiveness in the long term. With
Alternative 3, contaminant concentrations above the PRGs would be removed. The removed
contaminated material would be disposed of at the ERDF or the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant, if
some waste were determined to contain transuranic constituents at levels of concern (e.g., the
216-B-7A Crib).

Alternative 4 provides the highest degree of overall effectiveness in the long term for the
majority of the sites, because it addresses all the potential pathways: direct exposure by humans
and biota and protection of groundwater. Alternative 4 would be protective in the long term by
breaking the exposure pathways and reducing the infiltration through the contaminated zone.
Long-term effectiveness depends on the design and maintenance of the barrier and associated
monitoring (e.g., barrier performance, natural attenuation). For those waste sites where deeper
contamination is identified as exceeding groundwater protection criteria, Alternative 4 would
require additional monitoring (e.g., groundwater protection). Therefore, long-term restrictions
would apply.

Alternative 5 would be protective in the long term by breaking the exposure pathways and
reducing the infiltration through the remaining contaminated zone. Long-term effectiveness
depends on the design and maintenance of the barrier and associated monitoring (e.g., barrier
performance, natural attenuation). For those waste sites where deeper contamination is identified
as exceeding groundwater protection criteria, Alternative 5 would require additional monitoring
(e.g., groundwater protection). Therefore, long-term restrictions would apply.

7.4 REDUCTION IN TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME THROUGH
TREATMENT

None of the alternatives include treatment and, therefore, they do not reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of the contaminants through treatment. All of the alternatives incorporate
natural attenuation in the form of radiological decay, which ultimately results in reduced toxicity
and volume. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 provide an additional perceived reduction because they
include a physical action that places the contaminants in a more managed environment, thereby
reducing the forces (e.g., infiltration) that drive the contaminants toward groundwater.
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7.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Alternative I would be effective for workers in the short term, because it does not involve any
remedial actions; however, at some sites with contaminants in the active rooting zone or
burrowing animal zone, biota could be exposed to unacceptable concentrations. Alternatives 2
and 4 would be significantly more effective in the short term than Alternatives 3 and 5,
predominantly because of lower risk to remediation workers.

Alternative 3 would generate large volumes of contaminated soil and debris, which would create
a potential for short-term worker impacts during excavation and transportation of the excavated
materials. In addition, contaminant concentrations are high enough at these waste sites to result
in significant doses to workers during the excavation of soils. Disposal of all the contaminated
soils at the onsite disposal facility (ERDF) would require approximately 7.65 million m3

(10 million yd3) of space. Current available volume at ERDF is approximately 5.85 m3

(7.65 million yd3). Exceptions to this would be the 216-BSS Trench, its analogous waste sites,
and unplanned release site, where the contamination levels result in much lower worker risk.

Risks to workers from potential exposure to contaminated soil and fugitive dust would be
significantly greater in the short term with Alternative 3 than with Alternative 4. However, for
some of the sites, Alternative 4 also would entail aboveground structure demolition,
transportation of contaminated debris, and filling of subsurface void spaces. Short-term impacts
to vegetation and wildlife could be significant for Alternative 3 because of disturbances at the
waste site associated with soil removal and disturbances at the borrow sites for backfill. The
actual short-term impacts to vegetation and wildlife will vary from site to site but are
considerable because of the large disturbed areas. Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 have the highest
probability of affecting cultural resources in the short term because of the large land-area
disturbance and the need for large volumes of capping or backfill material from borrow areas.

Alternative 4 would pose less risk to workers than Alternative 3 and 5, because the "removal,
treatment, and disposal" component of the capping alternative is limited to aboveground
structures and would affect only a few of the waste sites. Limited waste would be handled, so
the risks to remediation workers associated with this option would be lower than those related to
the large-scale excavation, characterization, transportation, and disposal of waste with the
remove-and-dispose alternative. Additional short-term risk to workers would be expected from
the transportation of materials and construction of the caps, but these activities would pose less
short-term risk than activities associated with Alternatives 3 and 5. Furthermore, because of the
smaller land area affected and the shorter duration to implement the capping alternative,
Alternative 4 would be more effective than Alternative 3 in the short term with respect to
reduced impact on potential cultural and ecological resources. If barriers are required for the
waste sites, the need for fine-grained materials for cap construction becomes a concern. These
materials are limited at the Hanford Site and tend to be located in potentially ecologically
sensitive areas. Alternative 4 would reach RAOs more quickly than Alternative 3 and 5.

Alternative 5 would present approximately the same risk to workers as Alternative 3 because of
the high dose received during the removal operation. The construction risk to workers would be
less than Alternative 3, mainly because of time to implement. The capping activities present the
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same level of risk as Alternative 4, but the overall cumulative risk for Alternative 5 would be
greater than for Alternative 4.

7.6 IMPLEMENTABILITY

Alternative 1 would be easily implemented, because no action is performed.

Alternative 2 is currently in use for all of the waste sites. The waste sites are in surveillance and
monitoring programs and are posted with signs and/or the area is fenced. Access to the waste
sites also is controlled through Hanford Site access requirements, an excavation permit program,
and a radiation work area permit program. The addition of monitoring wells or boreholes is
easily implementable.

Alternative 3 would be the most complicated to implement in the near term, because of the
difficulties and safety requirements associated with the excavation, transportation, and disposal
of soil and debris. This remedy is not considered implementable at the following sites:

. 216-B-43 through 216-B-50 Cribs because of interferences with the existing Hanford
Barrier

. 216-B-7A Crib because of the excavation extending into the B Tank Farm

" 216-B-7B Crib because of the excavation extending into the B Tank Farm

* 216-T-5 Trench because of the excavation extending into the T Tank Farm

* 216-T-7 Crib because of the excavation extending into the T Tank Farm

" 216-T-32 Cribs because of the excavation extending into the T Tank Farm

* 216-B-35 through 216-B-42 Trenches because of interferences with the existing Hanford
Barrier

* 216-T-14 through 216-T 17 Trenches because of the excavation extending into the
T Tank Farm

* 216-C-6 Crib because of its close proximity to an unnumbered building.

Alternative 3 would involve excavation and segregation of pipes, concrete structures, and other
solid waste. The volume of waste generated by this alternative would exceed the current
capacity at the ERDF.

Alternative 4 is implementable. A barrier has been implemented at the Hanford Site; other types
of barriers have been regulatory approved and implemented at other western arid sites and are
easy to construction and maintain. Facilities and infrastructure near the waste sites could
influence the implementability of a surface barrier option at a particular site.
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Alternative 5 is a combination of Alternatives 3 and 4 and would be implementable. This
alternative would excavate the waste sites to depths reachable with standard earth moving
equipment. Some of the equipment, notably the excavation equipment, would require
modification to protect workers and work in the high dose areas. The cap would be designed and
constructed to limit infiltration, an activity that is readily implementable. Worker risk is the
biggest hindrance to implementability of this alternative.

7.7 COST

The costs to implement the alternatives are presented in Chapter 6.0 and Appendix D.
Alternative I has no associated cost but has no additional benefit to human health and the
environment over current risks. Alternative 2 generally does not protect human health and the
environment; however, Alternative 2 would have the lowest cost because it is minimally invasive
and does not include labor-intensive activities. Alternative 3 is the most costly because of the
depth of excavation and high contamination levels that will require specialized excavation and
waste handling processes. Alternative 4 is generally less expensive than Alternatives 3 and 5.
Alternative 4 tends to be the most cost effective because this alternative addresses all the
exposure pathways while minimizing worker risk associated with the high contaminant
concentrations and the spread of contaminants deep in the vadose zone. Alternatives 3 and 5
meet the overall protectiveness goal but at significantly more cost, in dollars and in dose to
workers. Alternative 5 reduces intruder risk and is generally more expensive than Alternative 4
but less expensive than Alternative 3.
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8.0 CONCLUSIONS AND PATH FORWARD

This chapter summarizes the results of the FS and presents the path forward for the 200-TW-l,
200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites. As described in DOE/RL-98-28, this chapter
identifies the preferred alternatives for remediation of the waste sites.

8.1 FEASIBILITY STUDY SUMMARY

Five'remedial alternatives were evaluated for the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU
waste sites. These alternatives included the following:

* Alternative I -No Action

" Alternative 2 - Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored
Natural Attenuation

. Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal

. Alternative 4 - Capping

* Alternative 5 -Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Capping.

The alternatives were evaluated against the CERCLA criteria; then they were evaluated against
each other using the CERCLA criteria. Tables 8-1 through 8-7 identify the preferred alternative
for each waste site in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs and provide justification for
the preferred alternative selection based on the detailed and comparative analyses presented in
Chapters 6.0 and 7.0 of this FS.

8.1.1 Representative Site 216-B-46 Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Sites

The 216-B-46 Crib is the representative site for the following waste sites:

* The 216-B-43 through 216-B45 Cribs and the 216-B-47 through 216-B-49 Cribs
(located proximal to the 216-B-46 Crib and commonly referred to as the BY Cribs)

* The 216-B-14 through 216-B-19 Cribs (located in the BC Cribs and Trenches area south
of the 200 East Area)

* The 216-B-20 through 216-B-22 Trenches (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches
area)

* The 216-B-23 through 216-B-34 Trenches (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches
area)

* The 216-B-52 Trench (also located in the BC Cribs and Trenches area)
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" The 216-B-42 Trench

* The 216-BY-201 Settling Tank and the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank

" The 200-E-114 Pipeline

* Unplanned Release UPR-200-E-9.

A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives
for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-1. The detailed and comparative analyses are
provided in Chapters 6.0 and 7.0, respectively.

The preferred alternative for 216-B-46 Crib, the 216-B-1 4 through 216-B-19 Cribs, the 216-B-20
through 216-B-34 Trenches, 216-B-43 through 216-B-45 Cribs, the 216-B-47 through 216-B-49
Cribs, The 216-B-42 Trench, and the 216-B-52 Trench is Alternative 4, Capping, because this
alternative is most protective of human health, the environment, the groundwater, and workers.

The preferred alternative for the 216-BY-201 Settling Tank and the 200-E-14 Siphon Tank is
Alternative 4, Capping, because of their proximity to the BY Cribs (216-B-43 through 216-B-49
Cribs) and the BC Cribs, respectively. The sludge will be removed from the tanks, which will
eliminate most of the risk associated with the tanks. The 216-BY-201 Settling Tank will be
capped because of its location in the footprint of the cap for the 216-B-43 through 216-B-49
Cribs. The 200-E-14 Siphon Tank will be capped because of its location in the footprint of the
cap for the BC Cribs (216-B-14 through 216-B-19 Cribs).

The preferred alternative for the 200-E-I 14 Pipeline is Alternative 2, Maintain Existing Soil
Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation, because this alternative
provides protectiveness for the minor contamination assumed for this waste site. A portion of
the pipeline, from the BC Cribs to Route 4 South, will, however, be removed through
Alternative 3, Removal, Treatment, and Disposal, to facilitate remedial actions in the BC Cribs
and Trenches area and to provide additional data to support the conceptual model for this waste
site. If other leak areas are identified in the confirmatory sampling phase, additional removal of
the pipeline may be conducted.

The preferred alternative for UPR-200-E-9 is Alternative 3, Removal, Treatment, and Disposal,
because this alternative is most protective of human health and the environment at this waste site
and is easily implementable with acceptable worker risk.

8.1.2 Representative Site 216-T-26 Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Site

The 216-T-26 Crib is the representative site for the 216-T-18 Crib. Based on current conditions,
the 216-T-26 Crib exceeds the groundwater protection PRGs for cyanide, nitrate, nitrite,
uranium, Tc-99, U-233/234/238, and Pu-239, because elevated concentrations are found
throughout the soil column to nearly 200 ft bgs.
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A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives
for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-2. The preferred alternative for the 216-T-26
and 216-T-18 Cribs is Alternative 4, Capping, because this alternative is protective of the
groundwater, is protective of the workers, is easily implementable, and is cost effective. The
216-T-26 Crib currently is stabilized with two other cribs, the 216-T-27 and 216-T-28 Cribs.
One of these cribs is slated for characterization in 2004. The remedial decision and the
remediation of the 216-T-26 Crib and the other two nearby cribs will have to be coordinated.

8.1.3 Representative Site 216-B-5 Reverse Well and Its
Analogous Waste Site

The 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well is the representative site for the 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse
Well. A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred
alternatives for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-3. The preferred alternative for
the 216-B-5 and 216-T-3 Injection/Reverse Wells is Alternative 2, Maintain Existing Soil Cover,
Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation, because this alternative is the most
implementable for the deep contamination found at these sites and provides protection through
groundwater monitoring. The contaminants at the 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well generally are
immobile and are not likely to continue to impact the groundwater. Groundwater monitoring
indicates declining contamination levels; however, the contaminants are near the water table, so
groundwater monitoring provides added protection at these waste sites. Treatability testing at the
216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well indicated that a pump-and-treat system could be used to remove
contaminants from the groundwater if contaminants do impact the groundwater. Other
technologies evaluated for deep contamination are not effective or implementable and are cost
prohibitive (see Chapters 5.0 through 7.0).

8.1.4 Representative Site 216-B-7A Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Sites

The 216-B-7A Crib is the representative site for the following waste sites:

* The 216-B-7B, 216-B-9, 216-B-9,216-T-6, 216-T-7, and 216-T-32 Cribs
* The 216-T-5 Trench
* The 200-E-45 Sampling Shaft
* The 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks
* Unplanned Release UPR-200-E-7.

A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives
for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-4. The preferred alternative for 216-B-7A,
216-B-7B, 216-B-8, 216-B-9, 216-T-6, 216-T-7, and 216-T-32 Cribs; the 216-T-5 Trench; and
the 200-E-45 Sampling Shaft is Alternative 4, Capping, because this alternative is most
protective of human health, the environment, the groundwater, and workers.

The preferred alternative for the 241-B-361 and 241-T-361 Settling Tanks is Alternative 2,
Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation,
because this alternative provides protectiveness for the minor contamination assumed for this
waste site after removal of the sludge.
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The preferred alternative for UPR-200-E-7 is Alternative 3, Removal, Treatment, and Disposal,
because this alternative is most protective of human health and the environment, is
implementable, and is protective of workers.

8.1.5 Representative Site 216-B-38 Trench and Its
Analogous Waste Sites

The 216-B-38 Trench is the representative site for the following waste sites:

* The 216-B-35 through 216-B-37 Trenches and the 216-B-39 through 216-B-41 Trenches
* The 216-T-14 through 216-T-17 Trenches
" The 216-T-21 through 216-T-25 Trenches.

A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives
for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-5. The preferred alternative for the 216-B-35
through 216-B-41 Trenches, the 216-T-14 through 216-T-17 Trenches, and 216-T-21 through
216-T-25 Trenches is Alternative 4, Capping, because this alternative is most protective of
human health, the environment, the groundwater, and workers.

8.1.6 Representative Site 216-B-57 Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Sites

The 216-B-57 Crib is the representative site for the following waste sites:

. The 216-B-50 Crib (this crib one of the BY Cribs located north of the BY Tank Farm)
* The 216-B-1 IA and 216-B- 11B French Drains
* The 216-B-62 Crib
. The 216-C-6 Crib
* The 216-S-9 Crib
* The 216-S-21 Crib
. UPR-200-W-108
* UPR-200-W-109.

A summary of the analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives
for this group of waste sites is provided in Table 8-6. The preferred alternative for the 216-B-57
Crib is Alternative 2, Maintain the Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored
Natural Attenuation, because the existing Hanford Barrier that was constructed over this waste
site is most protective of human health and the environment. Alternative 2 would continue the
maintenance and monitoring of the existing cap.

The preferred alternative for the 216-B-50, 216-B-62, 216-C-6, 216-S-9, and 216-S-21 Cribs,
and the 216-B-1 1A and 216-B-1 B French Drains is Alternative 4, Capping, because this
alternative is most protective of human health, the environment, the groundwater, and workers.

The preferred alternative for UPR-200-W-1 08 and UPR-200-W-1 09 is Alternative 3, Removal,
Treatment, and Disposal, because this alternative is most protective of human health and the
environment, is implementable, and reduces long-term maintenance requirements.
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8.1.7 Representative Site 216-B-58 Trench and Its
Analogous Waste Sites

The 216-B-58 Trench is the representative site for the 216-B-53A, 216-B-53B, and 216-B-54
Trenches, all of which are located in the BC Cribs and Trenches area. A summary of the
analysis of alternatives supporting the selection of the preferred alternatives for this group of
waste sites is provided in Table 8-7. The preferred alternative for the 216-B-58, 216-B-53A,
216-B-53B, and 216-B-54 Trenches is Alternative 3, Removal, Treatment, and Disposal, because
this alternative is most protective of human health, the environment, the groundwater, and
workers.

8.2 PATH FORWARD

A proposed plan has been prepared to document the preferred alternatives for the 200-TW-1,
200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites (DOEIRL-2004-1 0, Proposed Planfor the 200-TW-1
Scavenged Waste Group, the 200-TW-2 Tank Waste Group, and the 200-PW-5 Fission-Product-
Rich Waste Group Operable Units). The proposed plan details the closure options, and it
documents that the waste sites will be remediated in accordance with the ROD to be developed
following issuance of the plan.

The representative sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs were evaluated in this
FS, based on data generated through a limited field investigation. The analogous sites for the
200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites were evaluated based on data generated
for the representative sites or on site-specific data. The 200 Areas Implementation Plan
(DOEIRL-98-28) defines this strategy as a means to streamline Rls and focus the CERCLA
process to obtain a decision. As identified in the Implementation Plan, additional sampling
phases conducted post-ROD are meant to augment the RI data, confirm the alternative selection,
support the design, and provide information for final site closeout. Confirmatory sampling is
conducted to confirm that the representative site contaminant distribution model used to evaluate
the analogous site is appropriate to the site conditions and to confirm that the appropriate
remedial alternative was selected. Design sampling is conducted to obtain data necessary to
design the remedial alternative and refine cost estimates from the FS. Verification sampling is
conducted to verify that the remediation goals have been met by the implementation of the
remedial alternative. Table 8-8 presents the confirmatory, design, and verification sampling
phases and presents assumed data needs for each sampling phase for the representative sites and
for analogous sites that are similar (or equal) to the representative sites, are less contaminated (or
have lower risk) than the representative sites, or are more contaminated (or have higher risk) than
the representative sites (see Chapter 2.0 for additional details). This table builds off the decision
logic presented in Figure 2-1 and Tables 2-2 through 2-4 (analogous site tables) and provides a
basis for initiating the data quality objectives process for the confirmatory sampling and design
sampling phases.

Post-ROD sampling needs will be determined through DQO process; a SAP will be developed to
direct the sampling needed at the analogous sites. This sampling will be used to confirm that the
correct alternative has been selected and to provide design data through a plug-in approach as
defined in the following subsections.
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Some of the analogous sites likely will undergo a removal, treatment, and disposal alternative;
these sites likely will use the observational approach during removal. Sites slated for caps will
need additional data to confirm the lateral extent of contaminants and to support remedial design.
Sites slated for no action (none currently identified in these OUs) may need verification
sampling, depending on the amount, type, and quality of data available to support the no-action
decision. The (CERCLA) operation and maintenance sampling could include the monitoring of
natural attenuation and performance monitoring of the cap.

8.2.1 Plug-in of the 200-TW-1, 200-TV-2, and
200-PW-5 Operable Unit Waste Sites

The plug-in approach is a process that helps make remedial action decisions for additional waste
sites using existing CERCLA evaluations. In the future, the plug-in approach is proposed for
any similar waste sites already defined within the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs
and for newly discovered waste sites that have a conceptual site model that is similar to those of
waste sites already addressed in this FS. The plug-in approach will be used on the analogous
sites considered in this FS after additional data are collected in the confirmatory and design
sampling phases.

The plug-in approach benefits the goal of remediating waste sites within the OUs in conjunction
with the analogous site approach. The traditional CERCLA approach for remedy selection
would require the development of multiple proposed plans and RODs that, for similar sites,
would be nearly identical to the feasibility studies, proposed plans, and RODs already developed
and proven to be successful. The plug-in approach allows remedial actions to begin much more
quickly at a waste site, without the need for redundant remedy selection processes.

The plug-in approach requires three main elements to establish its use as a cost-effective tool for
remediation.

* First, multiple sites must be identified that share common physical and contaminant
characteristics. These characteristics are referred to as the conceptual site model.

* Second, a remedial alternative, or standard remedy, must be established that has been
shown to be protective and cost-effective for sites that share the common conceptual site
model.

. Lastly, sites sharing a common conceptual site model must be shown to require remedial
action because of contaminant concentrations that pose risk to human health and the
environment.

To use the plug-in approach for a waste site not evaluated in this FS, the site must fit the defined
conceptual model and must be shown to require remedial action. The site then can be "plugged
in" to the standard remedy. The following information describes how the plug-in approach is
proposed to be used for remedy selection.
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8.2.1.1 Establishing the Conceptual Site Model

Four conceptual site models have been defined based on the site characteristics contained in the
Feasibility Study. These characteristics include the following:

. Type of contaminant inventory

. Concentrations of contaminants in environmental media

. Types of contaminated environmental media (soil) or material (e.g., concrete, metal,
wood)

* Extent of contamination within the environment (that is, the depth of discharge, the
expected contaminant distributions, and the potential for hydrologic and contaminant
impacts to groundwater).

Based on the representative sites evaluated in this FS, the following five conceptual site models
were developed:

. Waste sites where no hazardous material was disposed of at the waste site or where
contaminants disposed of currently meet the RAOs

. Waste sites where limited contamination exists at the waste sites, an existing soil cover is
in place and of sufficient thickness to provide protection, contaminants are expected to
meet the RAOs during the institutional control period (such as within 150 years), and
groundwater PRGs are not exceeded. Contaminated environmental media include soil,
solid waste, debris, and materials associated with the waste sites, such as timbers and
pipes

* Waste sites where contaminants exceed the RAOs and contamination is shallow, low-
volume, and can be cost effectively remedied through removal, treatment, and disposal.
Typically, these contaminants exceed the human health and ecological PRGs; however,
groundwater PRGs are not exceeded at depths that make excavation impracticable.
Contaminated environmental media include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials
associated with the waste sites, such as timbers and pipes

. Waste sites where contaminants exceed the PRGs, where contaminants are at
concentrations that pose a significant worker risk, and where the contaminants having the
potential to adversely impact groundwater are at significant depth. Contaminated
environmental media include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials associated with the
waste sites, such as timbers and pipes

. Waste sites where contaminants exceed the PRGs, where contaminants are at
concentrations that would not pose a significant worker risk, and where the contaminants
having the potential to adversely impact groundwater are at significant depth.
Contaminated environmental media include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials
associated with the waste sites, such as timbers and pipes.
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8.2.1.2 Establishment of the Standard Remedy

The standard remedies, based on the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites, have
been defined on the basis of the conceptual models presented by the representative waste sites, as
well as the alternative evaluations conducted for all waste sites. As such, five standard remedies
are identified for potential plug-in sites. These remedies are provided below along with their
required characteristics.

. Alternative 1: No Action has been defined as a standard remedy for waste sites whose
conceptual site model indicates that no hazardous materials were disposed at the waste
site or that contaminants disposed of currently meet the RAOs.

* Alternative 2: Maintain Existing Sol] Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored
Natural Attenuation has been defined as the standard remedy for waste sites whose
conceptual site model indicates that limited contamination exists at the waste sites, an
existing soil cover is in place and of sufficient thickness to provide protection,
contaminants are expected to meet the RAOs during the institutional control period (such
as within 150 years), and groundwater PRGs are not exceeded. Contaminated
environmental media are similar to the media exhibited by the waste sites included in this
FS. These media include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials associated with the waste
sites, such as timbers and pipes.

* Alternative 3: Removal, Treatment, and Disposal has been defined as the standard
remedy for waste sites whose conceptual site model indicates that contaminants exceed
the RAOs and that contamination is shallow, low-volume, and can be cost effectively
remedied through the removal, treatment, and disposal of contaminated media.
Typically, as shown in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites, these
contaminants exceed the human health and ecological PRGs; however, groundwater
PRGs are not exceeded at depths that make excavation impracticable. Contaminated
environmental media are similar to the media exhibited by the waste sites included
herein. These media include soil, solid waste, debris, and materials associated with the
waste sites, such as timbers and pipes.

. Alternative 4: Capping has been defined as the standard remedy for waste sites whose
conceptual site model indicates that contaminants exceed the RAOs and that the
contaminants at greater depths have a potential to adversely impact groundwater.
Contaminant concentrations and contaminated environmental media are similar to the
media exhibited by the waste sites included in this FS. These media include soil, solid
waste, debris, and materials associated with the waste sites, such as timbers and pipes.
Contaminant concentrations would indicate the potential to adversely impact
groundwater and would pose significant worker protection and intruder risk.
Contaminants may also pose a risk to humans and ecological receptors, depending on the
depth to the top of the contamination.

* Alternative 5: Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Capping has been
defined as the standard remedy for waste sites where contaminants exceed the PRGs,
where contaminants in the near-surface are at concentrations that would not pose a
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significant worker risk but would result in substantial risk reduction, and where the
contaminants having the potential to adversely impact groundwater are at significant
depth. The contaminants that can be excavated readily would be removed, and the
remaining contaminants would be capped to provide groundwater protection.
Contaminant concentrations and media generally are less than the contaminant
concentrations and media exhibited by the waste sites included in this FS; however, the
concentrations are high enough to result in real risk reduction in the near-surface without
exposing workers to unacceptable risks. Contaminated environmental media include soil,
solid waste, debris, and materials associated with the waste sites, such as timbers and
pipes. Cost analysis would be required to ensure that this alternative is cost-effective
when compared to either Alternative 3 or Alternative 4.

8.2.1.3 Establishing the Need for Remedial Action

Waste sites that share a common conceptual site model will "plug in" to the standard remedy if
they are determined to require remedial action because of a risk to human health and the
environment (based on the RAOs and associated PRGs, as defined previously). Some of the
waste sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs likely will require confirmatory
sampling to validate the conceptual site model and the identified preferred remedy. The
preferred remedy will be implemented following confirmation of the conceptual site model.
Should the confirmatory sampling indicate variations in the defined conceptual site model, this
plug-in approach will be used to define the appropriate remedy.

8.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLUG-IN
APPROACH

To ensure that the public is involved in the application of the plug-in approach, the Tri-Parties
will publish explanations of significant differences at the following points in the plug-in process:

" When newly discovered waste sites are proven through analysis to be above remediation
goals and able to plug in to the standard remedy

. When confirmatory sampling identified for the waste sites discussed herein indicates
variations in the defined conceptual site model such that the preferred remedy is no
longer protective.
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Table 8-1. Preferred Alternatives for the Representative Site 216-B-46 Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Sites (2 Pages).
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-C,;ribss rd 2,-). uihru6A -

Cribs (also kno'win S Ah BY Crib.)
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection 0 L

Compliance with Laws
Balancing Criteria

Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMVt

Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

ArIlogo ,s SIms 2e- S-14 tIr- g:, 2 1 %
IS Cribs, 216-S-20 through !10-B-34
Trenrh:s, 216-e-42 Trench, 21%3B-52
Trench, >6SY-'01 0 ettiing T.'nk 20 -E
14 S3:hon T,ks, r. JPJR-2O( E-6

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

Ataogous Sites 21 6- 1 rr C, i.

Pt .0- 4 -pel;re

Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV'
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

$0$15 I 395,703 ' 3.226

so $1,713 50 52,322
$0 $1,725 s399,703 $5,548

+

-I--

a. Maintain existing soil cover, institutional controls, m

HE 0iE

0 0

$0 $12,254 $3 249,27
SQ S26 895 50
SO S39 159 53.249 27

U Ml

50 515 209 9q7
5C $2 16 1 SID

soo

--- ---- sis- -5205.5967-
50 32.16 n20tur7

onitored natural
attenuation

b. Removal, treatment, and disposal
c Toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
d. The portion of the 200-E-1 14 Pipeline from the BC Cribs (216-B-14 through

216-B-19) to Route 4 South will be removed to support BC Cribs and
Trenches remedial actions and as confimatory sampling to support the
remedy proposed for the rest of the pipeline.

6 $48,728
$51 006

6 $99,714

595 1 t

-------

- l

Indicates the preferred

0

519 61t

S2,175
$21,793

El

[77.

5298.40
533 126

331 966

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

NA

alternative
0l Yes, meets criterion
7 . No. does not meet criterion
* High: substantially satisfies

criterion
Moderate partially meets
criterion

O Low' minimally satisfies criterion
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Table 8-2. Preferred Alternative for the Representative Site 216-T-26 Crib and Its
Analogous Waste Site.

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV'
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

A:nlogjcus Siio -4
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

a.

b.
c

Maintain exsting soil cover. institutional controls, monitored
naturalattenuation
Removal, treatment, and disposal
Toxcity. mobility, or volume through treatment

NO i MESO IC, RTD CAPPING PARTIAL
ACTION MNA' REMOVAL/

CAPPING

0 03 7 9

$0$7 o0 $4 o67
$0 $15 $39.576 $639 $1395
$0 $671 s0 $487 $675
so __$686 _ $39 376 1$1,_126 $2,070

$ 0 S1 3.7 69 $,9

so $671 so$ $487 [ $675
$686 $39.76 1,12 $2070

[71 Indicates the preferred
alternative

2 Yes, meets criterion
[3 No, does not meet criterion
* High best satisfies criterion

Moderate: partially meets
criterion

O Low: least satisfies critenon
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Table 8-3. Preferred Alternative

a.

b

d.
0.

for the Representative Site 216-B-5 Injection/Reverse Well and
Its Analogous Waste Site.

A L .T EE R A -T v V +
0 0 0 0 0

NO MESC, IC, I RTDb CAPPING PARTIAL REMOVAL/
ACTION I MNAO CAPPING

i NA
ET 7A NA

o 0 NA
>0 K NA

S0 K>NA
NA

$0 $237 $102,830 S1,048 SO
so $677 $0 $579 11
$0 $914 $102,830 $1,627 1$

H 0 2 LNA
B z T C NA
o7 Er Zi I NA
00 0 NA

O 0 0 0 NNA
NA

S0 <> NA

$0 $237 $49 552 $1 048 s0
$U $677 $0 $579 $o

$0 $914 - 4- 552 $1 627 -

Maintain existing soil cover, institutional controls, monitored natural
attenuation
Removal, treatment, and disposal
ARAR waiver required
Toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment
Includes decommissioning of reverse well except for no action.

________ _ -_I
7 Indicates the preferred altemative
2 Yes, meets criterion
U No, does not meet criterion
* High: substantially satisfies criterion
O Moderate: partiallysatisfies criterion
o Low: minimally satisfies criterion
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Rtpr s.-ntmtve $Re 21$-ENS
InjecdonyRaverse Well
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMVd
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)'

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

anii ~szthe 2 i0-T-
LnsjecoReverseW VVli ---------
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMVd
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)"

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth
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Table 8-4. Preferred Alternative for the Repre
Waste Site

0
NO

ACTION

Repre5sqitati, S a 2 He- 3r o

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws L

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0
Operating and maintenance costs $0
Present worth so

Analcfjus Sues 21h--7$ , 21-S-.
216-B-9, 21 T-6, 21E.T., 2u 15-T-32
Cris; 2l13T-5 Treniil; r4 2JO-E-4S
$rmpiLjj Shaf?
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV"
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0
Operating and maintenance costs $0
Present worth -0

Analogous Sit U7R-20-7

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness 0
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV'
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs 50

Operating and maintenance costs p $
Present worth

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness

sentative Site 216-B-7A Crib and Its Analogous
s (2 Pages).

AL T LE 1. M T CVE ZS
G

MESC, IC,
MNA

S3

$219

$11,349
$11,368

Ei

0

o412

$412

$2

$2

o 0 0
RTD i CAPPING PARTIAL

REMOVAL/
CAPPING

0 ~ 0 5

O 0

44,003 $1,412 "1 386
So $756 $282

44,00 S2,1 68 $1917

- ----- --

$1,684,815

51,654,815

$265
so

$265

[ii
121

9
0

$13,317
S13,601
S26,918

650

$6o4

0

$59,279
5 5,2995
565,277

NA
NA

NA
NA
NA

NA

NA
NA
NA

NA

NA

NA
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Table 8-4. Preferred Alternative for the Representative Site 216-B-7A Crib and
Waste Sites (2 Pages).

o e 0
NO | MESCIC RTD

ACTION MNA

Short-term effectiveness 0
Reduction in TMV

Implementability 0
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0 $12,031 .14,156
Operating and maintenance costs $0 j 1,000 $0
Presentworth $0 j 13,362 $14,156

a. Maintain existing soil cover, institutional controls, monitored natural attenuation
b Remove, treat, dispose L"
c. Toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment (1
d. Includes removal of sludge except under no action
e. Capital cost less than $1,000

0

Its Analogous

CAPPING PARTIAL
REMOVAU
CAPPING

NA
NA

* NA

$14,617 NA
$1,369 NA
$15.986 NA

Indicates the preferred alternative
Yes. meets criterion
No. does not meet criterion
High: best satisfies criterion
Moderate: partially meets
criterion
Low: least satisfies nlerion
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Table 8-5. Preferred Alternative for the Representative Site 216-B-38 Trench and Its Analogous
Waste Sites.

f'_ - ATe E 1
0

NO
ACTION

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws [l

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0
Operating and maintenance costs so
Present worth I

Anajogous Sites 216---- 4 throujgh -.6-: 1
TI;nches ni 21C.T-T 1 flrcu 216-1-5
Trenches
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws [

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness 0
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0
Operating and maintenance costs $0
Present worth _ 0

a.
b.
C,

a
MESC,

IC, MNA'

0C

$15
S3,703
$3,718

[-
[3

El0

C>0>

$16
$3,758
S43774

Maintain exasting soil cover, institutional controls, monitored natural attenuation
Removal, treatment, and disposal
Toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment

RTDb

|I

$1.0

$1,0

1

36,242

36,242 I

21

0 ,

----* --

$1,458,056

51,458 056_

0 i 0
CAPPING PARTIAL

REMOVAL/
CAPPING

--- - -----

100
0

* C>

$6,394 $70,487
$4,742 $4,562
$11,136 $75,049

0 0
00

* 0

$6,490 $72,742
$4,812 $4,708

__$1_302_| $77,450

2 Indicates the preferred alternative
0 Yes, meets criterion
[3 No, does not meet criterion
* High: best satisfies criterion
0 Moderate: partially meets criterion
o Low: least satisfies criterion
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Table 8-6 Preferred Alternative for the Representative Site 216-B-57 Crib and Its Analogous
Waste Sites.

Rcpr sent tive 5t2 i6-R-5'
ThrieshoildCriteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth-----

An akcgous Siten 216-S-SQ --ri--, 21 i
11A&B French Drains, 216-5 -6Z Crib
16-C-5 Crib, 213-3-9 Crin aID 1 21- 1

Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMVd
Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

Analjous Site Uo;piannec Rvlensi
UPR-20l-W- 13$ ,ni URR-200.-" 9
Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection
Compliance with Laws

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness
Short-term effectiveness
Reduction in TMV4

Implementability
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs
Operating and maintenance costs
Present worth

El
El

So
$0

E

$01

'S
4O

NO
ACTION

MESC, IC,
MNAS

0

0

K>

$687

$4,202

RTD'

K>
10
0

so

so

NA'

Li

0

0

$131,844
$0

$131,844

PARTIAL
REMOVAU/
CAPPING

NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
NA

NA
NA

a Maintain existing soil cover, institutional controls, monitored natural attenuation
b, Removal, treatment, and disposal
c Costs for capping and partial removal/capping at 216-8-57 are included to support

evaluation of analogous sites; a Hanford Barrier currently exists at the site
d Toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
e. This site has Hanford Barrier therefore, this alternative is NA

Li
La

0
K>
K>
C

so
so
50

0

S15
5349

S 16 9
$0

$169

0 00
CAPPING

ul

NA N.
50 A

0NM N

$4,18D
S5,248

El

$335
-- - 70 8

ii Indicates the preferred alternative
71 Yes, meets criterion
S No, does not meet criterion
* High: best satisfies criterion
0 Moderate: partially meets criterion
O Low: least satisfies criterion
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$33,280
$4,128

N37,408

NA
NA

NA
NA
NA
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NA
NA
NA
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Table 8-7. Preferred Alternative for the Representative Site 216-B-58 Trench and Its
Analogous Waste Sites.

A LT S RN1A T 1VIE S
00 *D 0 0

NO MESC, C RTD CAPPING PARTIAL
ACTION MNA REMOVAL/

CAPPING
Rzpresntatlve St 21-3B-5i Tr vh

-f i slol~ii-s - - - -- - - -- ----- - --- -------Threshold Criteria
Overall Protection 0 I U NA
Compliance with Laws 0 [ 0 Z NA

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness C 0 4 NA
Short-term effectiveness 0 0 NA
Reduction in TMV 0 NA
Implementability NA
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs SO $15 $1,531 $958 NA
Operating and maintenance costs SO $680 $0 $745 NA
Presentworth So $695 3 3 NA

Anaiogoul Sites 21, -3 Tec
216-3-532 Trlnch, and 21--
Trenc Tr-- --- ---------------------- --- ---- ---- -- - - -------
~Thresiolid Criteria --- - - -- -

Overall Protection U [ E0 NA
Compliance with Laws NA

Balancing Criteria
Long-term effectiveness NA
Short-term effectiveness 0 > 0 NA
Reduction in TMV' C> S 0 NA
Implementability 4 4 NA
Cost (in thousands)

Capital costs $0 $46 $4,820 $2.862 NA
Operating and maintenance costs so $2,030 $0 $2,918 NA
Present worth $2,076 $4,820 35,780 NA

Maintain existing soil cover, institutional controls, monitored natural
attenuation
Removal, treatment. and disposal
Toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
216-B-l3A Trench received 100 g Pu; therefore the Hanford Barrier is
assumed in the cost estimate.

Indicates the preferred
alternative

2 Yes. meets criterion
U No, does not meet criterion
* High: best satisfies criterion

Moderate: partially meets
criterion

0 Low: least satisfies criterion
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Table 8-8. Potential Post-Record of Decision Sampling. (2 Pages)

Confirmatory Sampling Design Verification Sampling
______ ______ Sampling __ ___

-C C S

Alternative L -

4 E &2 . z. E

L) U 3 C
>

Alternative 1 - No x x x
Action

AIternative 2-Maintain Existing Soil Cover, Institutional Controls, and Monitored Natural Attenuation

Representative site X X X

Analogous site equal X
to representative site

Analogous site less If an
than representative X X X issue at
site Rep Site

Analogous site greater Ifnot an
than representative X X X issue at X X
site I Rep Site

Alternative 3 - Removal, Treatment, and Disposal
Representative site X X X

Analogous site equal
to representative site

Analogous site less
than representative X X X
site

Analogous site greater
than representative X X X
site
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Table 8-8. Potential Post-Record of Decision Sampling. (2 Pages)

Confirmatory Sampling gi Verification Sampling
sampling __

Alternative

Alternative 4 - Cappinb
Representative site X X X
Analogous site equal
to representative site

Analogous site less
than representative X X
site
Analogous site greater
than representative X X X
site

Alternative 5 - Partial Removal, Treatment, and Disposal with Capping
Representative site X X X X
Analogous site equal
to representative site

Analogous site less
than representative X X X X X
site

Analogous site greater
thanrepresentative X X X X X
site

PRG - preliminary remediation goal.
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APPENDIX B

POTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

B1.0 POTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT
AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

This appendix identifies and evaluates potential applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (ARAR) for waste site remediation for the 200-7W-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 Operable Units (O). The potential ARARs identified in this document have been
used to form the basis for the levels to which contaminants must be remediated to protect human
health and the environment. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) provides for the identification of to-be-considered (TBC)
nonpromulgated advisories, criteria, guidance, or proposed standards that may be consulted to
interpret ARAR to-be-determined remediation goals when ARARs do not exist or are
insufficient. Independent of the TBC and ARARs identification process at the Hanford Site, the
requirements of U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) orders must be met.

Because the waste sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs will be remediated
under a CERCLA decision document, remedial and corrective actions at the sites will be
required to meet ARARs. This appendix identifies and evaluates potential ARARs for these
sites. Final ARARs for remediation will be established in the record of decision (ROD). In
many cases, the ARARs form the basis for the preliminary remediation goals to which
contaminants must be remediated to protect human health and the environment. In other cases,
the ARARs define or restrict how specific remedial measures can be implemented.

The ARARs identification process is based on CERCLA guidance (EPA/540/G-89/006,
CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual: Interim Final, and EPA/540/G-89/004,
Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCIA).
Section 121 of CERCLA, as amended, requires, in part, that any applicable or relevant and
appropriate standard, requirement, criterion, or limitation promulgated under any Federal
environmental law, or any more stringent state requirement promulgated pursuant to a state
environmental statute, be met (or a waiverjustified) for any hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contaminant that will remain onsite after completion of remedial action.

Under this process, potential ARARs are classified into one of three categories: chemical-
specific, location-specific, or action-specific. These categories are defined as follows.

. Chemical-specific requirements usually are health- or risk-based numerical values or
methodologies that, when applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishment
of public and worker safety levels and site cleanup levels.

* Location-specific requirements are restrictions placed on the concentration of dangerous
substances or the conduct of activities solely because they occur in special geographic
areas.
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* Action-specific requirements usually are technology- or activity-based requirements or
limitations triggered by the remedial actions performed at the site.

When requirements in each category are identified, a determination must be made as to whether
those requirements are ARARs. A requirement applies if the specific terms or jurisdictional
prerequisites of the law or regulations directly address the circumstances at a site. Even if not
applicable, a requirement may be relevant and appropriate if, based on best professional
judgment, circumstances at the site are sufficiently similar to the problems or situations regulated
by the requirement and the requirement's use is well suited to the site. Only the substantive
requirements (e.g., use of control or containment equipment, compliance with numerical
standards) associated with ARARs apply to CERCLA onsite activities. ARARs associated with
administrative requirements, such as permitting, do not apply to CERCLA onsite activities
(CERCLA, Section 121[e][1]). In general, this CERCLA permitting exemption will be extended
to all remedial- and corrective-action activities conducted at the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 OUs. The exception to this general application of the CERCLA permitting exemption
is the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of1976 (RCRA) units, which will be
incorporated into WA7890008967, Hanford FacilityRCRA Permit.

TBC information is nonpromulgated advisories or guidance issued by Federal and state
governments that is not legally binding and does not have the status of potential ARARs. In
some circumstances, TBCs will be considered along with ARARs in determining the remedial
action needed to protect human health and the environment. The TBCs complement the ARARs
in determining protectiveness at a site or implementing certain actions. For example, because
soil cleanup standards do not exist for all contaminants, health advisories, which would be TBCs
may be helpful in defining appropriate remedial action goals.

B1.1 WAIVERS FROM APPLICABLE OR
RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
REQUIREMENTS

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may waive ARARs and select a remedial
action that does not attain the same level of site cleanup as that identified by the ARARs.
Section 121 of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 identifies the
following six circumstances in which the EPA may waive ARARs for onsite remedial actions.

" The remedial action selected is only a part of a total remedial action (such as an interim
action) and the final remedy will attain the ARAR upon its completion

" Compliance with the ARAR will result in a greater risk to human health and the
environment than alternative options

. Compliance with the ARAR is technically impracticable from an engineering perspective

* An alternative remedial action will attain an equivalent standard of performance through
the use of another method or approach

B-2



DOFJRL-2003-64 DRAFT A

* The ARAR is a state requirement that the state has not consistently applied (or
demonstrated the intent to apply consistently) in similar circumstances

. In the case of Section 104 (Superfund-financed remedial actions), compliance with the
ARAR will not provide a balance between protecting human health and the environment
and the availability of Superfund money for response at other facilities.

Bi.2 POTENTIAL ARARS APPLICABLE TO
REMEDIAL ACTIONS FOR WASTE SITES IN
THE 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2 AND
200-PW-5 OPERABLE UNITS

Potential Federal and state ARARs are presented in Tables B-1 and B-2, respectively. The
chemical-specific ARARs and TBCs likely to be most relevant to remediation of the 200-TW-1,
200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OU waste sites are elements of the Washington State regulations that
implement Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340, "Model Toxics Control Act -
Cleanup," specifically associated with developing risk-based concentrations for cleanup
(WAC 173-340-745, "Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties") and the EPA's
memorandum EPA/540/R-99/006, Radiation Risk Assessment at CERCLA Sites: Q & A,
OSWER Directive 9200.4-31P. The requirements of WAC 173-340-745 risk-based
concentrations and the EPA memorandum help establish soil cleanup standards for
nonradioactive and radioactive contaminants at waste sites. The several Federal and state air
emission standards are likely to be important in identifying air emission limits and control
requirements for any remedial actions that produce air emissions. RCRA land-disposal
restrictions will be important standards during the management of waste generated during
remedial actions.

No location-specific ARARs have been identified for the waste sites considered in this focused
feasibility study.

Action-specific ARARs that could be pertinent to remediation are state solid and dangerous
waste regulations (for management of characterization and remediation waste and performance
standards for waste left in place), Atomic Energy Act of 1954 regulations (for performance
standards for radioactive waste sites), and Federal and state regulations related to air emissions.

B2.0 REFERENCES

10 CFR 20, "Standards for Protection Against Radiation," Title 10, Code ofFederal Regulations,
Part 20, as amended.

10 CFR 61, "Licensing Requirements for the Land Disposal of Radioactive Waste," Title 10,
Code ofFederal Regulations, Part 61, as amended.

10 CFR 71, "Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material," Title 10, Code ofFederal
Regulations, Part 71, as amended.
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10 CFR 835, "Occupational Radiation Protection," Title 10, Code ofFederal Regulations,
Part 835, as amended.

40 CFR 50, "National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards," Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 50, as amended.

40 CFR 61, "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants," Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 61, as amended.

40 CFR 61, Subpart H, "National Emission Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides Other than
Radon from Department of Energy Facilities," Title 40, Code ofFederal Regulations,
Part 61, as amended.

40 CFR 61, Subpart 1, "National Emission Standards for Radionuclide Emissions From Federal
Facilities Other Than Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensees and Not Covered by
Subpart H," Title 40, Code ofFederal Regulations, Part 61, as amended.

40 CFR 124, "Procedures for Decisionmaking," Title 40, Code ofFederal Regulations, Part 124,
as amended.

40 CFR 141, "National Primary Drinking Water Standards," Tide 40, Code ofFederal
Regulations, Part 141, as amended.

40 CFR 260 through 268, (Chapter 1- Environmental Protection Agency, Subchapter 1, Solid
Wastes), Code ofFederal Regulations, as amended.

40 CFR 300, National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (Chapter I-
Environmental Protection Agency, Subchapter J - Superfund, Emergency Planning, and
Community Right-To-Know Programs), Code ofFederal Regulations, as amended.

40 CFR 761, "Polychorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in
Commerce, and Use Prohibitions," Code ofFederal Regulations, Title 40, Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 761, as amended.

Atomic Energy Act of 1954,42 USC 2011, et seq.

BHI-00139, 1998, Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility Waste Acceptance Criteria,
Rev. 3, Bechtel Hanford, Inc, Richland, Washington.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,
42 USC 9601, et seq.

EPA540/G-891004, 1989, Guidancefor Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility
Studies under CERCLA, US. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

EPA/540/G-89/006,1988, CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual: Interim Final,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

B-4



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

EPA/540/R-99/006, 1999, Radiation Risk Assessment At CERCLA Sites: Q & A,
OSWER Directive No. 9200.4-31P, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

Resource Conservation andRecoveryAct of 1976,42 USC 6901, et seq.

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986,42 USC 103, et seq.

WA7890008967, 1994, HanfordFacility RCRA Permit, Washington State Department of
Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173-160, "Minimum Standards for Construction and Maintenance of Wells," Washington
Administrative Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia,
Washington.

WAC 173-303, "Dangerous Waste Regulations," Washington Administrative Code, as amended,
Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173-304, "Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling," Washington
Administrative Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia,
Washington.

WAC 173-340, "Model Toxics Control Act - Cleanup," Washington Administrative Code, as
amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173-350, "Solid Waste Handling Standards," Washington Administrative Code, as
amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173-400, "General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources," Washington Administrative
Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173460, "Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants," Washington Administrative
Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.

WAC 173-470, "Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter," Washington
Administrative Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia,
Washington.

WAC 173-480, "Ambient Air Quality Standards and Emission Limits for Radionuclides,"
Washington Administrative Code, as amended, Washington State Department of Ecology,
Olympia, Washington.

WAC 246-247, "Radiation Protection - Air Emissions," Washington Administrative Code, as
amended, Washington State Department of Ecology, Olympia, Washington.
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Table B-1. Identification of Potential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

ARAR Citatio ARAR Requirement adonic for Use
orTBC

"National Primarv Drinking Water Standards." 40 CFR 141
"Maximum ARAR Establishes MCLs that are drinking water The groundwater associated with the TW-1,
Contaminant criteria designed to protect human health TW-2, and PW-5 OUs currently is not used for
Levels for Organic from the potential adverse effects of organic drinking water. However, 200 Area
Contaminants," contaminants in drinking water. groundwater may be considered a potential
40 CFR 141.61 drinking water source and, because the

groundwater discharges to the Columbia River
(which is used for drinking water), the
requirements in 40 CFR 141.61 for organic
constituents ar relevant and appropriate.

'Maximum ARAR Establishes MCLs that are drinking water The groundwater associated with the TW-I,
Contaminant criteria designed to protect hunan health TW-2, and PW-5 OUs currently is not used for
Levels for from the potential adverse effects of drinking water. However, 200 Area
Inorganic inorganic contaminants in drinking water. groundwater may be considered a potential
Contaminants," drinking water source and, because the
40 CFR 141.62 groundwater discharges to the Columbia River

(which is used for drinking water), the
requirements in 40 CFR 141.62 for inorganic
constituents are relevant and appropriate.

"Maximum ARAR Establishes MCLs that are drinking water The groundwater associated with the TW-I,
Contaminant criteria designed to protect human health TW-2, and PW-5 OUs currently is not used for
Levels for from the potential adverse effects of drinking water. However, 200 Area
Radionuclides," radionuclides in drinking water. groundwater may be considered a potential
40 CFR 141.66 drinking water source and, because the

groundwater discharges to the Columbia River
(which is used for drinking water), the
requirements in 40 CFR 141.66 for
radionuclides are relevant and appropriate.

'Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing. Distribution in Commerce, and Use Prohibitions,"
40 CFR 761
"Disposal ARAR Identifies standards applicable to the This requirement is relevant and appropriate
Requirements," handling and disposal of PCB liquids because PCB waste may be encountered
40 CFR 761.60 and articles. during the remediation of the TW-1, TW-2,

and PW-5 OUs.
"PCB Remediation ARAR Establishes the cleanup and disposal options ibis requirement is relevant and appropriate
Wastc," for PCD remediation waste. because PCB remediation waste may be
40 CFR 761.61 encountered during the remediation of the

TW-1, TW-2, and PW-5 OUs.
'National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards," 40 CFR 50
"National primary ARAR Establishes the primary and secondary air Tis regulation is applicable to airborne
and secondary quality standards for particulate matter. releases of radionuclides and criteria pollutants
ambient air quality which are 15 pg/an' annually or 65 pgAn' per that may be generated during characterization
standards for 24-hour average concentration. or remedial actions in the 200-TW-1,
particulate matter," 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
40 CFR 50.7
"National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants," 40 CFR 61
"Lists of Pollutants ARAR Establishes the list of hazardous air This requirement applies to remedial actions
and applicability pollutants, that release air emissions into unrestricted
of Part 61," areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable
40 CFR 61.01 to remedial action activities in die 200-IW-1,

I - _ 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
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Table B-1. Identification ofPotential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

ARAR Citation ARAR Requirement Rationale for Ie
or TBC

"Prohibited ARAR Prohibits the owner/operator from This requirement applies to remedial actions
Activities." constructing or modifying stationary sources that release air emissions into unrestricted
40 CFR 61.05 without approval by the regulatory agencies. areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable

This regulation also prohibits operating a to remedial action activities in the 200-TW-1,
stationary source that is in violation of any 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
national emission standard unless specifically
exempted. The owner/operator also may not
operate any existing source that is subject to
national emission standards, in violation of
the standards.

'Compliance with ARAR Requires the owner/operator of each This requirement applies to remedial actions
Standards and stationary source to maintain and operate the that release air emissions into unrestricted
Maintenance source and associated air pollution control areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable
Requirements." equipment in a manner that to remedial action activities in the 200-TW-1,
40 CFR 61.12 minimizes emissions. 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
"Monitoring ARAR Requires the owner/operator to maintain and This requirement applies to remedial actions
Requirements," operate each monitoring system in a nanner that release air emissions into unrestricted
40 CFR 61.14 consistent with air pollution control practices areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable

for minimizing emissions. The regulation to remedial action activities in the 200-TW-1,
also establishes the requirements for 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs
installing monitoring systems.

"Standar," ARAR Requires that emissions of radionuclides to This requirement applies to remedial actions
40 CFR 61.92 the ambient air from DOE facilities shall not that release air emissions into unrestricted

exceed amounts that would cause any areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable
member of the public to receive in any year to remedial action activities in the 200-1W-I,
an effective dow equivalent of 10 arem/yr. 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.

"Emission ARAR Establishes the methods for monitoring This requirement applies to remedial actions
Monitoring and emissions rates from existing point sources. that release air emissions into unrestricted
Test Procedures," areas. Therefore, this regulation is applicable
40 CFR 61.93 to remedial action activities in the 2001W-I,

200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
"National Emission Standard for Asbestos," 40 CFR 61 Subpart M; "Apiplica ility," 40 CFR 61.140
"Standard for ARAR Specifies that facilities we to be inspected for Although asbestos-containing materials are not
Demolition and the presence of asbestos before demolition. anticipated, these requirements are applicable
Renovation," The standard defines regulated asbestos- if asbestos is found during remediation of
40 CFR 61.145 containing materials and establishes removal associated pipelines and buried asbestos.

requirements based on quantity present and
handling requirements. These requirements
also specify handling and disposal
requirements for regulated sources having the
potential to emit asbestos. Specifically, no
visible emissions a allowed during
handling, packaging, and transport of
asbestos-containing materials.

"Standard for ARAR Identifies the requirements for the removal Although asbestos-containing materials are not
Waste Disposal for and disposal of asbestos during demolition anticipated, these requirements would be
Manufacturing, and renovation activities. applicable if asbestos is found during the
Fabricating, remediation of pipelines or other waste sites.
Demolition,
Renovation, and
Spraying
Operations,"
40 CFR 61.150
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Table B-1. Identification of Potential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

ARAR Citation ARAR Requiremett Rationak for Use
or TBC,

'Standards for Protction Against Radiation." 10 CFR 20
"Occupotional ARAR Specifies the annual occupational dose limits The regulation establishes standards for
Dose Limits for to adults The standard sets the annual dose protecting the public against radiation arising
Adults," equivalent for individual adults and shall not from the use of regulated materials and,
10 CFR 20.1201 exceed 5 rem/yr for whole body; 50 rem/yr therefore, is relevant nd appropiaL

for deep-dose equivalent and committed dose Radioactive material from sources not licensed
equivalent to any individual organ or tissue by the NRC are not subject to these
(excluding the lens of the eye); 15 rem/yr for regulations; therefore, this standard is not
the lens of the eye; and 50 rem/yr for skin or applicable because the Hanford Site operations
any other extremity. The standard also are not NRC licensed.
establishes the limit of soluble uranium
intake by an individual adult to 10 mg/wk.

"Dose Equivalent AAR Specifies the annual dose limits to an The regulation establishes standards for
to an embryo/fetus. Ihe standard sets the annual protecting an embryo/fetus from radiation
Embryo/Fetus," dose equivalent during the entire pregnancy, arising from the use of regulated materials
10 CFR 20.1208 caused by an occupational exposure of a and, therefore, is relevant and appropriate.

declared pregnant woman, to be below Radioactive materials from sources not
0.5 Ym/yr. licensed by the NRC ar not subject to these

regulations; therefore, this standard is not
applicable because the Hanford Site operations
are not NRC licensed.

1Dose Limits for ARAR Specifies the total effective dose equivalent Te regulation establishes standards for
Individual to individual members of the public from protecting the public against radiation arising
Members of the operations to not exceed 0.1 rem/yr. from the use of regulated materials and,
Public," therefore, is relevant and appropriate.
10 CFR 20.1301 Radioactive materials from sources not

licensed by the NRC are not subject to these
regulations; therefore, this standard is not
applicable because the Hanford Site operations
am not NRC licensed.

"Occupational Radiation Protection,' 10 CFR 835
"Occupational ARAR Establishes the occupational dose limits for Standards for occupational dose limits are
Dose Limits for general employees. The total effective dose applicable to remnediation waste sites in the
General equivalent is S rem/yr (the sum of the deep- 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
Employees," dose equivalent for external exposures and
10 CFR 835.202 the committed dose equivalent to any organ

or tissue other than the lens of the eye) the
lens of the eye dose equivalent is set at
15 rem/yr; the shallow dose equivalent of
50 rem/yr to the skin or to any extremity.

"Combining ARAR Establishes the requirements for determining The standard for determining the annual
Internal and the annual effective dose equivalent effective dose equivalent is applicable to
External Dose remediation waste sites in the 200-TW-1,
Equivalents," 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-$ OUs.
10 CFR 835.203
"Planned Special ARAR Establishes the requirements for a planned This standard is applicable to remedial actions
Exposures," special exposure, for a radiological worker to conducted in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
10 CFR 835.204 receive doses in addition to and accounted 200-PW-5 OUs, if exceptional circumstances

for separately from dose limits established by arise that require a worker to receive dose in
10 CFR 835.202. addition to the dose limits established by

10 CFR 835.202.
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Table B-1. Identification of Potential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

AR A Citation ARAR Reqelremeut Ratlonale for Use
*r TBC

'Determinations of ARAR Establishes requirements for assessing This standard for determining compliance for
Compliance for nonuniform exposures from X-rays, beta nonuniform exposure of the skin is applicable
Non-Uniform radiation, and/or radioactive material on the to remedial actions in the 200-TW-I,
Exposure of the skin. 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
Skin,"
10 CFR 335.205
'Limits for the ARAR Establishes the dose equivalent for the Standards for occupational dose limits to an
EmbryoFetus," embryo/fetus from the period of conception embryo/fetus of a declared pregnant worker
10 CFR 835106 to birth, as a result of occupational exposure are applicable to remediation waste sites in the

of a declared pregnant worker as 0.5 rem. 200-7W-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
The standard also prevents a declared
pregnant worker from being assigned to tasks
where additional occupational exposure is
likely during the remainder of the pregnancy.

"Limits for ARAR Establishes the total effective dose equivalent Standards for occupational dose limits are
Members of the for members of the public exposed to applicable to remediation waste sites in the
Public Entering a radiation and/or radioactive material during 200-7W-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
Controlled Area," access to a controlled area as 0.1 re tyr.
10 CFR 835.203
"Concentrations of ARAR Establishes the requirements for controlling The standards for occupational dose limits are
Radioactive occupational exposures to irbome applicable to remediation waste sites in the
Material in Air," radioactive material. TW-1 TW-2, and PW-5 OUs.
10 CFR 835.209
EPA TBC Provides further guidance for conducting This memorandum, although a TBC, is
Memorandum, radiation risk assesnments for evaluating considered by the EPA to be more protective
Radiation Risk cleanup levels at CERCLA sites. The EPA than NRC standards; therefore, it will be used
Assersment a? has determined in this directive that dose at waste sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
CERCL4 Sies: limits established by the NRC (25 nrem/yr) and 200-PW-5 OUs.
Q & A, generally are not protective at CERCLA sites
EPA/540/ and instead states that a cleanup level of
R-99/006, also 15 onemyr is protective of human health and
OSWER Directive the environment 1he EPA dose limits are to
9200.4-31P generally achieve risk levels in the Ire to

___________ ID'10 risk range. ______________

'Licensinp Requirements for and Disposal of Radioactive Waste" 10 CFR 61
?Protection of the ARAR Requires that concentrations of radioactive The regulation is not applicable because it
General materials that may be released to the general applies to land disposal of radioactive waste
Populnion from environment in groundwater. surface water. containing byproduct, source, and special
Releases of air, soil, or animals may not iesit in annual nuclear material received from other persons
Radioactivity.- doses that exceed 25 nren to the whole however, it is relevant and appropriate if
IOCFR61AI body.75 nren to the thyroid, or25 rrem to radioactive waste will be left in place

any other orgaT. Tis regulation also following remediuhion.
requires that a reasonabl efli ~ be made to
maintain releases of radioactivity in effluents
in the general environment at levels as low as
reasonably achievable.

'Protection of ARAR Requires that the design, operation, and Requirements to protect inadvertent intruders
Individuals from closure of the land disposal facility ensure are relevant and appropriate to actions
Inadvertent the protection of any individual who impleiented at the site; inadvertent intruder
Intrusion," inadvertently intrudes into the disposal site, scenarios are focused only on radionuclides.
10 CFR 61.A2 occupies the site, or contacts the waste at any

time after active institutional controls over
the disposal site have been removed.
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Table B-1, Identification of Potential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

ARAR Citation ARAR Requirernent Rationale for Use
or TBC

"Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material." 10 CFR 71
"General AR AR Establishes the packaging requirements for The regulations are applicable only for NRC-
Standards for All radioactive materials. licensed plants and facilities where material is
Packages," transported outside the confines of the plant.
10 CFR 71.43 The Hanford Site is not an NRC-licensed

plant; however, potentially radioactive waste
will be generated by remedial actions in the
operable unit. Subparts of this regulation are
relevant and appropriate for packaging,
testing, and preparation of packages
containing radioactive material.

"Lifting and ARAR Establishes the lifting and tiedown standard The regulations are applicable only for NRC-
Tie-Down for radioactive material packages. licensed plants and facilities where material is
Standards for All transported outside the confines of the plant.
Packags," The Hanford Site is not an NRC-licensed
10 CFR 71AS plant; however, potentially radioactive waste

will be generated by remedial actions in the
operable unit. Subparts of this regulation are
relevant and appropriate for packaging,
testing, and preparation of packages
containing radioactive material.

'Extenmal ARAR Establishes the extemal radiation levels for The regulations are applicable only for NRC-
Radiation packages of radioactive materials being licensed plants and facilities where material is
Standards for All offered for transportation. transported outside the confines of the plant.
Packages," The Hanford Site is not an NRC-licensed
10 CFR 71.47 plant; however, potentially radioactive waste

will be generated by remedial actions in the
operable unit. Subparts of this regulation are
relevant and appropriate for packaging,
testing, and preparation of packages
containing radioactive material.

Environmental TUC Establishes waste acceptance criteria for the Criteria are important considerations for
Restoration Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility. remove-and-dispose alternatives and for
Disposal Facility generation of waste during characterization or
Waste Acceptance remedial activities that may identify the
Criteria, Environmental Restoration and Disposal
BHI-00139 , j Facility as the potential disposal location.
Regulations pursuant to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of)976 and implemented through WAC 173-303,
"Dangerous Waste Regulations" (see Table B-2).

10 CFR 20. "Standards for Protection Against Radiation."
10 CFR 61, "Licensing Requirements for the Land Disposal of Radioactive Waste."
10 CR 71, 'ackaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material."
10 CFR t35, "Occupational Radiation Protection."
40 CFR 50, "National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards."
40 CFR 61, "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants."
40 CFR 141, National Primary Drinking Water Standards"
40 CFR 761, "Polychorinated l3iphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing. Processing, Distribution in Commerce, and Use

Prohibitions."
BHI-00139, Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility Waste Acceptance Citeria.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,42 USC 9601, ct seq.
EPA/540/R-99/006, Radiation Risk Assessment at CERCLA Sine: Q & A, OSWElR Directive 9200.4-31 P.
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of1976,42 USC 6901, et seg.
WAC 173-303, "Dangerous Waste Regulations.
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Table B-1. Identification of Potential Federal Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (6 Pages)

LAR Citation ARAR Requirem
or1C

ARAR - appbicsbkorrelevantndeppropnte
requirement.

CERCLA - Omprehesie Enwrownmental Respse.
Compensation, and LiUa6r yAc of l980.

CFR - Code of Federal Regulaons.
DOE - U.S. Department of Energy.
EPA - U.S. Envirornental Protection Agency.

Ment Rattlnale for Usr

MCL -
NRC -
OU -
?CB -
RCRA -
TBC -

nfxiimjm Contaminant level.
U.S. Nuclcsr Regulatory Commission.
operable uit.
poychtorinated bipheny.
ReAoine Conmwon and RecovwyAd of1976.
tobeconided.
Washingron Admaistrazh'e Code.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

A.A R Ckti I Requhrement Rationale for Use

"DangerousWasteRep ulations," AC 173-303
"Identifying Solid ARAR Identifies those materials that are and The requirements of this section are
Waste," are not solid waste. applicable to the onsite generation of waste in
WAC 173-303-016 the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and

200-PW-5 OUs because they identify those
materials that are subject to the dangerous
waste regulations. hese regulations may be
relevant and applicable to waste sites within
the AOC.

"Recycling ARAR Identifies materials that are and are not The requirements of this section are applicable
Processes Involving solid wastes when recycled. to the onsite remedial action activities in the
Solid Waste," 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2. and 200-PW-5 OUs
WAC 173-303-017 because they identify those materials that are

subject to the dangerous waste regulations.
"References to ARAR Identifies those provisions of RCRA The requirements of this section are applicable
EPA's Hazardous (40 CFR Parts 260 through 268 and to remedial action activities in the 200-TW-1,
Waste and Permit Part 124) that are not incorporated by 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs because they
Regulations." reference because they are provisions identify those sections of RCRA that the EPA
WAC 173-303-045 that the EPA cannot delegate to the cannot delegate to the states.

states.
"Designation of ARAR Establishes the method for determining The requirements of this section are applicable
Dangerous Waste." whether or not a solid waste is a because dangerous waste could be generated
WAC 173-303-070 dangerous waste or an extremely during remedial-action activities in the

hazardous waste. 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
"Excluded ARAR Describes those categories of waste that The conditions of this requirement are
Categories of are excluded from the requirements of applicable to remedial actions in the TW-1,
Waste,- WAC 173-303 (excluding TW-2, and PW-5 OUs, should waste.
WAC 173-303-071 WAC 173-303-050). identified in WAC 173-303-071 be

encountered.
"Conditional ARAR Establishes the conditional exclusion The conditions of this requirement are
Exclusion of and the management requirements of applicable to remedial-action activities in the
Special Wastes," special waste, as defined in 200-TW-l, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs,
WAC 173-303-073 1 WAC 173-303-040. should special waste be encountered.
"Requirements for ARAR Identifies those waste types exempted The requirements of this section are applicable
Universal Waste," from regulation under to universal wastes generated through the
WAC 173-303-077 WAC 173-303-140 and remediation activities of the wase sites in the

WAC 173-303-170 through 200-7W-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs.
173-303-9907 (excluding
WAC 173-303-960). 'hese waste types
are subject to regulation under
WAC 173-303-573.

"Discarded ARAR Identifies when discarded products are The requirements of this section are applicable
Chenical to be designated as dangerous waste. to remediation activities in the 200-TW-I,
Products," 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs that may use a
WAC 173-303-081 commercial chemical product.
"Dangerous Waste ARAR Identifies the requirements for This requirement is applicable to any waste or
Sources," dangerous waste sources identified in residue listed in WAC 173-303-9904, that was
WAC 173-303-082 WAC 173-303-9904. generated through remediation activities in the

_________ ______________________200-TW-I, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-S Otis.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

ARAR Citation AARRequirement Rationale for Use

"Dangerous Waste ARAR Establishes cnitena for determining if a Te criteria established in this section are
Criteria," solid waste is a dangerous waste. applicable to waste generated through the
WAC 173-303-100 remediation activities of the 200-TW-1,

200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs
"Sampling and ARAR Establishes the testing method to be The requirements of this section are applicable
Testing Methods," used to comply with the requirements of to sampling and testing methods used during
WAC 173-303-110 this chapter. This section also requires sampling activities at the remedial action

the use of control procedures for the waste sites in the 200-W-1, 200-TW-2, and
I_ _ analytical results. 20-PW-5 OUs.

'Recycled, ARAR Describes the requirements for Materials generated during site
Reclaimed, and recycling materials that are solid waste characterization or remedial action may be
Recovered Wastes," and dangerous waste. recyclable and not subject to all applicable
WAC 173-303-120 dangerous waste requirements; therefore, this

regulation is applicable to recyclable wastes
that meet the criteria of WAC 173-303-120 in
the 200TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 OUs.

"Land Disposal ARAR Incorporates by reference, EPA land Incorporates by reference, land disposal
Restrictions," disposal requirements in 40 CFR 268 restrictions applicable to dangerous waste that
WAC 173-303-140 that are applicable to wastes designated the EPA cannot delegate to the states;

in accordance with WAC 173-303-070. therefore, this regulation is applicable to the
waste sites containing dangerous waste within
the 200-W-1, 200-W-2, and
200-PW-5 OUs.

"Spills and ARAR Sets forth the requirements that apply This regulation is applicable to onsite
Discharges into the when any dangerous waste or hazardous remedial activities in the 200TW-1,
Environment," substance is intentionally or 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 Otis, should
WAC 173-303-145 accidentally spilled or discharged into dangerous waste or hazardous substances be

the environment such that human health spilled or discharged into the environment.
and the environment are threatened, This regulation may be relevant and
regardless of the quantity of dangerous appropriate, should a dangerous waste be
waste or hazardous substance. spilled or discharged within the ACC.

"Requirements for ARAR Establishes the requirements for The requirements of this section are applicable
Generators of dangerous waste generators. to actions performed at the site if dangerous
Dangerous Waste," waste is generated in the 200-TW-1,
WAC 173-303-170 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs. However, if

waste is generated in an AOC, the
requirements of WAC 173-303-170 are
relevant and appropriat.

"Model Toxics Control Act - Clea up," "Soil Cleanup Standards for Industria Properties," WAC 173-340-745
"Soil Cleanup ARAR Identifies the methods used to identify The risk-based concentrations for soils and
Standards for risk-based concentrations and their use protection of groundwater are relevant and
Industrial in the selection of a cleanup action. appropriate to the 200-7W-1, 200-1W-2, and
Properties," Cleanup and renediation levels are 200-PW-5 OUs waste site remedial actions.
WAC 173-340-745 based on protection ofhunan health

and the environment, the location of the
site, and other regulations that apply to
the site. Te standard specifies cleanup
goals that implement the strictest
Federal or state cleanup criteria.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

AoAR Citation . . Requirement Rationale for Ilse

"Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling," WAC 173-304
"Owner ARAR Requires the owner, operator, or The regulation is applicable to onsite
Responsibilities for occupant of any premise, business management and accumulation of solid wastes
Solid Waste," establishment, or industry to be generated in the 200-TW-I, 200-TW-2, and
WAC 173-304-190 responsible for the satisfactory and legal 200-PW-5 OUs.

arrangement for solid waste handling
and solid waste accumulation on the
property.

"On-Site ARAR Establishes the standards for the storage nis section is applicable to the onsite
Containerized of containerized solid waste generated containerized storage, collection, and
Storage, Collection on site. transportation of solid wastes that may be
and Transportation generated during remediation activities in the
Standards for Solid 200-TW-I, 200-TW-2, and 20(-PW-5 OtIs.
Waste"
WAC 173-304-200
"Solid Waste Handling Standards," WAC 173-350
"On-Site Storage, ARAR Establishes the requirements for the This newly promulgated rule is relevant and
Collection and temporary storage of solid waste in a appropriate to the onsite collection and
Transportation container on site and the collecting and temporary storage of solid waste at the
Standards," transporting of the solid waste. 200-TW-I, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs
WAC 173-350-300 remediation waste sites because compliance

with this regulation is phased for existing
facilities.

'Minimum Standards for Construction and Maintenance of Wells," WAC 173-160
WAC 173-160-161 ARAR Identifies well planning and Thisrequirement is applicableto actions that

construction requirements. include construction of wells used for
WAC 173-160-171 ARAR Identifies the requirements for locating groundwater cxrclion, monitoring, or

a well. injection of treated groundwater or waste.
WAC 173-160-181 ARAR Identifies the requirements for The requirements of WAC 173-160-161

preserving natural barriers to through 173-160-381 (excluding 173-160-211,
groundwater novement btwn 173-160-251, 173-160-261, 173-160-361,
aquifers. 173-160-400, 173-160-420, 173-303430,

WAC 173-160-191 ALAR Identifies the design and construction 173-160-440. 173-160-450, and 173-160460)
requirements for completing wells. are applicable to groundwater well

WAG 173-160-201 ARAR Identifies the casing and liner treated go undwater or wast inte
_____________ ~requirements for water supply wells. traegoudtrorwsei erequ ei ent forwatr suply200-7W-1, 200-TW-2, and 2D0-P W-5 Otis.

WAC 173-160-221 ARAR Identifies the requirements forsealing
materials.

WAC 173-160-231 ARAR Identifies the requirements for surface
seals on water wells.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

AtAR Citation A Requirement - Rationale for Use

WAC 173-160-241 1 ARAR Identifies the requirements for
formation sealing.

WAC 173-160-271 ARAR Identifies the special sealing standards
for driven wellsjettod wells, and
dewatering wells.

WAC 173-160-281 ARAR Identifies the construction standards for
artificial grivel-pocked wells.

WAC 173-160-291 ARAR Identifies the standards for the upper
terniimal of water weIL&s

WAC 173-160-301 ARAR Identifies the requirements for
temporary capping.

WAC 173-160-311 ARAR Identifies the requirements for well
tagging.

WAC 173-160-321 ARAR Identifies the standards for testing a
well.

WAC 173-160-331 ARAR Identifies the method for keeping
equipment and the water well free of

I_ contaminants.
WAC 173-160-341 ARAR Identifies the method for ensuring the

quality of the well water.
WAC 173-160-351 ARAR Identifies the standards for the

installation of a pump.
WAC 173-160-371 ARAR Identifies the standard for chemical

conditioning.
WAC 173-160-381 ARAR Identifies the standard for

decommissioning a well.
WAC 173-160-400 ARAR Identifies the minimum standards for

resource protection wells and
I_ geotechnical soil borings.

WAC 173-160-420 ARtAR Identifies the general construction
requirements for resource protection
wells.

WAC 173-160-430 ARAR Identifies the rnimun casing

WAC 173460-440 ARAR Identifies the equipment cleaning
standardse

WAC 173-16D-450 ARAR IIdentifies the well sealing requirements.
WAC 173-160-460 ARAR Identifies the decommissioning process

for resource protection wells.
"General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources." WAC 173-400
"General Standards ARAR Establishes the general emission Requirements of this standard arm applicable
for Maximum standards for emission units. Emission to remedial actions performed at the site that
Emissions," standards identified in other chapters for could result in the emission of hazardous air
WAC 173400-040 specific emission units will take pollutants. Substantive standards established

precedence over the general emission for the control and prevention of air pollution
standards of this section. under this regulation are applicable to

remedial actions that may be proposed at a
site.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

ARAR Citation AlAR Requirement Rationale for Use
____________or T13C ____________ ____________

-Emission ARAR Establishes national emission standards Requirements of this standard are applicable
Standards for for hazardous air pollutants. Adopts, by to remedial actions performed at the site that
Sources Emitting reference, 40 CFR 61 and appendices. could result in the emission of hazardous air
Hazardous Air pollutants. Substantive standards established
Pollutants," for the control and prevention of air pollution
WAC 173-400-075 under this regulation are applicable to

remedial actions that may be proposed at
waste sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and

S1200-PW-5 OUs.
"Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants," WAC 173-460
Control ARAR Requires that new sources of air The standard is relevant and appropriate to

Technology emissions provide the emission remedial actions in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
Requirements," estimates identified in this regulation. and 200-PW-5 Otis because nonradioactive
WAC 173-460-060 OU contaminants of concer are identified in

the regulation as toxic air contaminants.
"Ambient Impact ARAR Requires that, when applying for a The standard is relevant and appropriate to
Requirement," notice of construction, the remedial actions in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
WAC 173-460-070 owner/operator of a new toxic air and 200-PW-5 OUs because nonradioactive

pollutant source that is likely to increase OU contaminants of concern are identified in
toxic air pollutant emissions shall the regulation as toxic air contaminants.
demonstrate that emissions from the
source are low enough to protect human
health and safety from potential
carcinogenic and/or other toxic effects.

"Class A Toxic Air ARAR Identifies Class A toxic air pollutants The standard is relevant and appropriate to
Pollutants: Known, and known or probable carcinogens, remedial actions in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2,
Probable and and 200-PW-5 OUs because nonradioactive
Potential Human OU contaminants of concern are identified in
Carcinogens and the regulation as toxic air contaminants.
Acceptable Source
Impact Levels,"
WAC 173-460-150
"Class B Toxic Air ARAR Identifies Class B toxic air pollutants The standard is relevant and appropriate to
Pollutants and and the acceptable source impact levels. remedial actions in the 200-TW-I, 200-TW-2,
Acceptable Source and 200-PW-5 OUs because nonradioactive
Impact Levels," OU contaminants of concem are identified in
WAC 173460-160 j the regulation as toxic air contaminants.
'Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter." WAC 173-470
"Ambient Air ARAR Sets maximumn acceptable levels for This state-authorized requirement is
Quality Standards," particulate matter in the ambient air at applicable to remedial actions in the
WAC 173-470-100 150 pg/m' over a 24-hour period or 200-TW-I, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs

60 pg/rn' annual geometric mean, It that may emit particulate atter to the air,
also sets the 24-hour ambient air
concentration standard for particles less
than 10 pm in diameter (PMO), which
are set at 105 pg/rn' and 50 pg/m'
geometric mean.
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

ARAR Citation - TC Rsquhrmet Rationale for Use

'Particle Fallout ARAR Establishes the standard for fricle Ilis state-authorized requirement is
Standards," fallout not to exceed 10 g/m / month in applicable to remedial actions in the
WAC 173-470-110 an industrial area or 5 9/month in 200-TW-1, 200-7W-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs

residential or commercial areas. that may emit particulate matter to the air.
Alternative levels for areas where
natural dust levels exceed 3.5 g/m2/
month are set at 6.5 gt/m2 month, plus
background levels for industrial areas,
and 1.5 g/m2/ month plus background in

_______________ _______residential and commercial areas. __________________

"Ambient Air Quality Standards and Emission Limits for Radionuclides" WAC 173-480
"Ambient ARAR Defines the maximum allowable level Requirements of this standard are relevant and
Standard for radionuclides in the ambient air, appropriate to remedial actions performed in
WAC 173-480-040 which shall not cause a maximum the 200-TW-1, 200-7W-2, and

accumulated dose equivalent of 200-PW-5 OUs that may emit radionuclides to
25 ,mrm/yr to the whole body or the air.
75 nremn/yr to any critical organ.
However, ambient air standards under
40 CFR 61, Subparts H and I, are not to
exceed amounts that result in an
effective dose equivalent of 10 mren/yr
to any member of the public.

-General Standards ARAR Requires that emission units, at a Requiremems of this standard are relevant and
for Maximum minimum, make every reasonable effort appropriate to remedial actions performed in
Permissible to maintain radioactive material in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
Emissions," effluents to tmrestricted areas as low as 200-PW-5 OUs that may emit radionuclides to
WAC 173-480-050 reasonably achievable, using reasonably the air.

available control technology.

"Emission ARAR Requires that emission standards for Requirements of this standard are relevant and
Standards for New new and modified emission units use appropriate to remedial actions performed in
and Modified best available radionuclide control the TW-l, TW-2, and PW-5 OUs that may
Emission Units," technology. emit radionuclides to the air.
WAC 173-480-060 1 1 -1
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Table B-2. Identification of Potential State Applicable and Relevant or Appropriate
Requirements and to be Considered for the Remedial Action Sites. (8 Pages)

ARAR Citation A r Requirement Rationale for Use

"Radiation Protection - Air Emissioms," WAC 246-247
-Standards," ARAR Promulgates air emission limits for This regulation is considered applicable
WAC 246-247-040 airborne radionuclide emissions as because airborne radionuclides may be

defined in WAC 173-480-040, generated during remedial action activities in
173-480-00, 173-480-060, and the 200-TW-1, 200-7W-2, and
40 CFR 61, Subparts H and . The 200-PW-S OUs.
ambient air standards under
WAC 173480 require that the most
stringent standard be enforced.
Ambient air standards under 40 CFR 61
Subparts H and I are not to exceed
amounts that result in an effective dose
equivalent of 10 mrem/yr to any
member of the public.
The ambient standard in WAC 173-480
specifies that emission of radionuclides
to the air must not cause a dose
equivalent of 25 mrem/yr to the whole
body or 75 nrem/yr to any critical
organ. These standards specify
emission monitoring requirements and
the application of best available
radionuclide technology requirements-
found in WAC 246-247-120,
Appendix B; and the application of"as
low as reasonably achievable control
technology" found In
WAC 246-247-130, Appendix C.

40 CFR 61, "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants."
40 CFR 61, Subpart 11, "National Emission Standards for Emissions of Radionuclides Other than Radon from Department

of Energy Facilities."
40 CFR 61, Subpart 1, "National Emission Standards for Radionuclide Emissions From Federal Facilities Other Tan

Nuclear Regulatory Commission Licensees and Not Covered by Subpart H."
40 CFR 124, "Procedures for Decision making."
40 CFR 260 through 268 (Chapter I-"Environmental Protection Agency").
Resource Conservation andRecow'yAct of1976,42 USC 6901, et seq.
WAC 173-160, "Minimum Standards for Construction and Maintenance of Wells."
WAC 173-303. "Dangerous Waste Regulations."
WAC 173-304. 'Minimum Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling."
WAC 173-340-745, "Model Toxics Control Act - Cleanup, "Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties."
WAC 173-350, "Solid Waste Handling Standards."
WAC 173-400, "General Regulations for Air Pollution Sources."
WAC 173-460, "Controls for New Sources of Toxic Air Pollutants."
WAC 173-470, "Ambient Air Quality Standards for Particulate Matter."
WAC 173-480, OAmbient Air Quality Standards and Emission Limits for Radionuclides."
WAC 246-247, "Radiation Protection - Air Emissions."

- area of eontaminstiona.
- applicable or relevant and appropiate requiement.
- Code of Federal Regularlons.
- U.S. Envirunntal Protection Agency.

ou
RCRA
71C
WAC

- operable unit.
- Resore Conse lo andRecomvryActof1976.
- to be considred.
- Washington Adminsotrin Code
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APPENDIX C

HUMAN HEALTH AND ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT
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CI.O INTRODUCTION

This appendix provides the results of the baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA)
(Section C3.0) and screening-level ecological risk assessment (SLERA) (Section C4.0) for
several analogous sites in the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 Operable Units (OUs) at the Hanford
Site. The risk assessments (RAs) for representative sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 OUs were conducted as part of the remedial investigation (RI) activities and area
reported in DOEIRL-2002-42, Remedial Investigation Report for 200-TV-1 and 200-TW-2
Operable Units (Includes the 200-PW-5 OU). As part of the 200-BP-1 RI, the 216-B-43 Crib,
216-B-44 Crib, 216-B-45 Crib, 216-B-47 Crib, 216-B-48 Crib, 216-B-49 Crib, and 216-B-50
Crib were investigated using boreholes. The data are reported in DOE/RL-92-70, Phase I
Remedial Investigation Report for the 200-BP-1 Operable Unit. Data for the 216-B-26 Trench
analogous site were independently developed. These waste sites have data sufficient to evaluate
risks; therefore, this RA presents an analysis of the human health, ecological, and protection of
groundwater risks associated with these seven sites. The other analogous waste sites in these
OUs do not have sufficient data for site-specific analyses; therefore, they are evaluated using the
analogous site approach described in Section 2.0 of this feasibility study (FS).

The 200-TW-1, 200-T\V-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs are located in or near the 200 West and 200 East
Areas, which contain waste management facilities and inactive irradiated fuel reprocessing
facilities. The HIHRA and ecological risk assessment (ERA) address pathways associated with
shallow zone (0 to 4.6 m [0 to 15 fl] below ground surface [bgs]) for estimating human health
and ecological risks and deep zone soil (from the surface to the water table) for evaluating
protection of the groundwater from vadose zone contaminants.

This RA was performed to determine whether a potential for risk to human health and the
environment exists under current and reasonably anticipated future site-use conditions. The
results are used, in part, to determine whether remedial action may need further evaluation and to
focus the FS.

C1.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT

This RA consists of the following components:

. Conceptual site model (CSM): Identifies the pathways by which human and ecological
exposures could occur.

. H1H RA: Provides the results of the contaminant of potential concern (COPC) selection
process, human exposure assessment, toxicity assessment, and risk characterization.

. SLERA: Provides the results of the SLERA.
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C2.0 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

The conceptual site model (CSM) identifies the means by which human or ecological receptors
on or near the 200-TW- I and 200-PW-5 waste sites could come into contact with chemicals in
environmental media. The CSM addresses exposures that could result under current site
conditions and from reasonably anticipated potential future uses for the site and the surrounding
areas.

This CSM provides a current understanding of the sources of contamination, physical setting,
and current and future land use, and identifies potentially complete human and ecological
exposure pathways for the study area. Information generated during the remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process has been incorporated into this CSM to identify
potential exposure scenarios.

C2.1 ECOLOGICAL SETTING

Information about the ecological setting is presented in more detail in DOE/RL-2001-54, Central
Plateau Ecological Evaluation Report. The environmental setting encompasses the terrestrial
habitats within the area of the waste sites. The availability and quality of terrestrial habitats
determine the wildlife types that can be present and the likelihood that wildlife uses the areas
associated with the waste sites in the study area.

C2.1.1 Terrestrial Habitats and Vegetation at the 200-TW-1
and 200-PV-5 Operable Unit Waste Sites

Environmental monitoring has been an ongoing activity since the early days of the Hanford Site.
The monitoring efforts continue today and a significant body of information exists about the
ecology of the Central Plateau. The latest data collection efforts focused on the Central Plateau
and the 200 Areas were conducted in 2000 and 2001. The information collected was compiled
into DOEIRL-2001-54.

The Hanford Site is located within the Columbia Basin ecoregion, a nearly 6-million-hectare
(14.8 million-acre) region once dominated by steppe and shrub-steppe vegetation (Franklin and
Dyrness 1973, Natural Vegetation of Oregon and Washington). Today, an estimated 60% of the
shrub-steppe habitat in Washington State has been converted to other uses by humans, as
reported in TNC (1999), Biodiversity Inventory and Analysis of the Hanford Site, Final Report
1994-1999.

The habitats associated with the Central Plateau have been characterized, mapped, and described
in recent years by WHC-SD-EN-TI-216, Vegetation Communities Associated with the 100-Area
and 200-Area Facilities on the hanford Site; TNC (1999); and documents produced by the
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (e.g., PNL-8942, Habitat Types on the Hanford Site:
Wildlife and Plant Species of Concern; PNNL-I 3230, Hanford Site Environmental Report 1999).

Institutional controls and limited access to the Hanford Site for nearly 60 years have preserved
the shrub-steppe ecosystems in some areas, while other locations (e.g., at facilities and waste
sites) are highly disturbed. The Hanford Site as a whole and the U.S. Department of Defense
Yakima Training Center are considered significant parcels within the Columbia Basin ecoregion
because they contain the largest remaining areas of relatively undisturbed shrub-steppe habitat
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(Smith 1994, Evaluating the Conservation ofAvian Diversity in Eastern Washington:
A Geographic Analysis of Upland Breeding Birds; TNC 1999).

The shrub-steppe community present on the Hanford Site is characterized by three or four layers
of vegetation, depending on its stage of succession: (1) an overstory composed mostly of big
sagebrush (sagebrush) (Artenisia tridentata) (2) a tall understory (bluebunch wheatgrass
[Agropyron spicatum]), (3) a short understory, often dominated by Sandberg's bluegrass
(Poa sandbergi), and (4) the cryptogamic crust (i.e., algae, lichens, and mosses on the soil
surface). On the Central Plateau outside of the perimeter fence lines of the industrialized
200 Areas, the native shrub-steppe habitat dominates except in areas that have been disturbed by
waste disposal operations (e.g., large cooling-water disposal ponds) or by range fires. Big
sagebrush does not resprout after fire (Young and Evans 1977, "Arrowleaf Balsamroot and
Mules Ear Seed Germination"). Sagebrush must grow from seed and may take up to 15 years to
return after a fire. Grasses, however, are more fire tolerant, and cheatgrass (Bronius tectorurn)
can assume dominance after a fire (West and Hassan 1985, "Recovery of Sagebrush-Grass
Vegetation Following Wildlife"). Russian thistle (Salsola kanI), an early successional annual
species, also dominates recently disturbed soils. Disturbed areas associated with waste sites and
range fires offer lower quality habitat and have low community diversity, whereas relatively
undisturbed sagebrush-grassland shrub-steppe habitat supports a higher number of organisms
(i.e., has the highest biodiversity).

Within the industrial area fence lines, approximately 19% of the area is shrub-steppe and is
relatively undisturbed; however, most of this land has been designated for future operations, such
as expansion of the Central Waste Complex and operation of the Immobilized Low-Activity
Waste disposal facility. The disturbed industrial land within the fence lines is predominantly
gravel, buildings, and roads, with little vegetation. The disturbed habitat supports a very limited
number of organisms (i.e., has low biodiversity). Sensitive species rarely are present in the
disturbed habitat associated with waste management.

In the native shrub-steppe habitat surrounding the 200 Areas, the most prevalent shrub is big
sagebrush, and the understory is dominated by the native perennial Sandberg's bluegrass and
cheatgrass. Other shrubs present in the Central Plateau include rabbitbrush (Clysozhamnus
spp.), spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa), and antelope bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata).

Large areas of disturbed ground dominated by annual grasses and herbaceous plants are present
in the 200 Areas. Vegetation/habitat maps for the Central Plateau are provided in Appendix B of
DOE/RL-2001-54. Disturbed and nonvegetated (gravel or asphalt) areas in the Central Plateau
have minimal vegetative cover (<10%) (WHC-SD-EN-TI-216) and are primarily the result of
either mechanical disturbance (e.g., from road clearing or facility construction) or range fires.
The waste sites in the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 OUs have been highly disturbed and
are either nonvegetated, graveled surfaces, or planted with wheatgrass.

In less disturbed parcels of shrub-steppe on the Hanford Site, the ground surface is covered with
a fragile thin crust (cryptogamic crust), consisting of mosses, lichen, algae, and bacteria that
protect the soil beneath. The cryptogamic crust prevents erosion, retains moisture, and provides
nutrients within the surface soils. The cryptogamic crust is an integral component of the arid
terrestrial ecosystem, and its disturbance compromises the succession of native species. In the
absence of the cryptogamic crust, disturbed soils are vulnerable to invasion by non-native and
weedy colonizing species. The principal colonizers of disturbed sites are non-native annual
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species, such as Russian thistle (Salsola kali), Jim Hill mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum), and
cheatgrass.

Mechanical disturbance typically results in the loss of soil structure and disruption of nutrient
cycling, which have a significant effect on the plant species that recolonize a site. Many waste
sites have been backfilled with clean soil and planted with crested (Agropyron cristatum) or
Siberian wheatgrass (Agropyron sibericumn) to stabilize the surface soil, control soil moisture, or
displace more invasive deep-rooted species like Russian thistle (PNNL-6415, Hanford Site
National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA] Characterization). Many interim-stabilized waste
sites are treated with herbicide as needed to prevent the uptake of underground contamination by
deep-rooted plants. These sites have varying levels of disturbance. Some waste sites are highly
disturbed, consisting of a gravel surface; others have a light vegetative cover of grasses and
herbaceous plants; and yet others exhibit varying degrees of succession supporting the growth of
shrubs. The most common organisms inhabiting the waste site areas are ants, beetles, and mice.
Ants tunnel underground and move soil to the surface. The ability of ants to move contaminants
to the surface at the Hanford Site is not well documented. Biota samples in conjunction with soil
samples would be helpful in understanding the completeness of this exposure pathway.

C2.1.1.1 Terrestrial/Avian Wildlife

The number and species of wildlife endemic to the Central Plateau have been evaluated in a
number of sources, including ecological characterization reports (e.g., PNL-2253, Ecology ofthe
200 Area Plateau Waste Management Environs: A Status Report; PNL-8942).

A recent Ecological Compliance Assessment Project (ECAP) survey of the Central Plateau
evaluated the abundance and distribution of birds, small mammals (mice), reptiles, and
invertebrate species. DOE/RL-2001-54, Table 2-3, summarizes the most common organisms
observed or captured on the 200 Areas Central Plateau.

The largest mammal frequenting the Central Plateau is the mule deer (Odocoilcus hemionus).
While mule deer are much more common along the Columbia River, the few that forage
throughout the Central Plateau make up a distinct group called the "central population"
(PNNL-11472, Hanford Site Environienti Report for Calendar Year 1996). A large elk herd
(Cervus canadensis) currently resides on the Fitzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve
(ALE). Occasionally a few elk have been observed south of the 200 Areas. However, the herd
on the ALE recently was thinned; therefore, the elk are not expected to continue expanding their
range into the Central Plateau.

Other mammals common to the Central Plateau are badgers (Taxidea taxus), coyotes (Canis
latrans), Great Basin pocket mice (Perognathus parvus), northern pocket gophers (Thomomys
talpoides), and deer mice (Peromyscus mianiculaus). Jackrabbits (Lepus calffornicus) also are
present in low numbers in the 200 Areas. Badgers are known for their digging ability and have
been suspected of excavating contaminated soil at Central Plateau radioactive waste sites
(BNWL-1794, Distribution of Radioactive Jackrabbit Pellets in the Vicinity ofthe B-C Cribs,
200 East Area, USA CE Hanford Reservation). The majority of badger diggings are a result of
searches for food, especially for other burrowing mammals such as pocket gophers and mice.
Coyotes also are a top mammalian predator on the Hanford Site. They are opportunistic feeders
and consume a variety of prey including mice, rabbits, birds, snakes, lizards, and insects, in
addition to scavenging on carrion along roadways and eating fruit from agricultural fields. They
are the most widely ranging mammals within the Central Plateau, with home territories ranging
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from 800 to 8,000 ha (0.3 to 30 mi 2). Pocket gophers and mice (especially Great Basin pocket
mice and deer mice) are abundant in the Central Plateau, predominantly consume vegetation, and
can excavate large amounts of soil as they construct their burrows (Hakonson et al. 1982,
"Disturbance of a Low-Level Waste Burial Site Cover by Pocket Gophers"). Mammals
associated with buildings and facilities include Nuttall's cottontails (Sylvilagus nuttallit), house
mice (Mus nzusculus), Norway rats (Rattus norvegicus), and various bat species.

Common bird species in the Central Plateau include western meadowlarks (Sturnella neglecta),
homed larks (Eremrophila alpestris), and western kingbirds (Tyrannus verticalus). Species
associated with the industrialized portions of the Central Plateau include rock doves (Columba
livia), starlings (Sturnus vulgaris), black-billed magpies (Pica pica), and ravens (Corvus corax).
Burrowing owls (Athene cunicularia) commonly nest in abandoned badger or coyote holes, or in
open-ended stormwater pipes along roadsides in more industrialized areas. Loggerhead shrikes
(Lanius ludovicianus) and sage sparrows (Amphispiza bell!) are common nesting species in
habitats dominated by sagebrush. Long-billed curlews (Numenius anhericanus) have been
observed nesting on inactive Central Plateau waste sites. Recent characterizations of the Central
Plateau have identified western meadowlarks as being the most widely distributed bird species,
followed by homed larks and mourning doves (Zenaida macroura). Other conspicuous birds
include terrestrial game birds (e.g., California quail [Callipepla californica], chukar [Alectoris
chukar], ring-necked pheasant [Phasianus colchicus]), passerine species, and raptors (e.g., red-
tailed hawk [Buteojamnaicensis], northern harrier [Circus cyaneus]).

Reptiles found in the Central Plateau include gopher snakes (Pituophis melanoleucus) and side-
blotched lizards (Ua stansburiana). Rattlesnakes (Crotalus viridis) also have been observed.
Reptile sightings were not widespread, with only 23 observations of side-blotched lizards at
316 sites surveyed during a 2001 ECAP survey (DOE/RL-2001-54, Appendix B).

Three of the most common groups of insects found at the Hanford Site include darkling beetles,
grasshoppers, and ants. Insect studies near waste management facilities have concentrated on
these three major groups. PNL-2713, Shnb-In habiting Insects ofthe 200 Area Plateau,
Southcentral Washington characterized the insects, including spiders, associated with major
shrubs of the Central Plateau. Sagebrush, rabbitbrush, and hopsage were the three shrubs
included in the study. Three areas were selected for collecting shrub-inhabiting insects: (1) near
the B/C Cribs, (2) near the former Reduction Oxidation (REDOX) Facility pond area, and (3) in
a controlled area located on the nearby ALE. PNL-2713 found that the seasonal pattern for
insect abundance on rabbitbrush was bimodal, peaking in May or June and again in September
and October. Darkling beetles are a dominant part of the insect community in the Central
Plateau where they occur with very little seasonal restriction, but exhibit dramatic changes in
abundance from year to year (PNL-2253, Ecology ofthe 200 Area Plateau Waste Management
Environs: A Status Report). Grasshoppers are herbivorous insects common in the Central
Plateau. Their abundance cycles from year to year, with increased population size from May to
July annually.

C2.1.2 Sensitive Habitats

Sensitive habitats include those identified as rare, wetland, or riparian. Sensitive habitats present
on the Central Plateau include basalt outcrops, riparian areas, former wetland areas associated
with historic liquid waste disposal, and vernal pools. Wetlands are protected by the Federal
government under the Clean Water Act of 1977 (Section 404) and the state government
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("Washington Water Pollution Control" and Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-20,
"Shoreline Management Act - Lakes Constituting Shorelines of the State"). None of the
200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, or 200-PW-5 OU waste sites are associated with these types of sensitive
habitats.

C2.1.3 Sensitive Species and Species of Concern

Sensitive species include threatened and endangered species, which are protected by Federal and
state laws. Washington State defines sensitive species as any wildlife species native to the State
of Washington that is vulnerable or declining and is likely to become endangered or threatened
throughout a significant portion of its range within the state without cooperative management or
removal of threats (WAC 232-12-297, "Permanent Regulations," "Endangered, Threatened, and
Sensitive Wildlife Species Classification," defines the term "sensitive"). Species of concern are
those that do not have a Federal designation but that may warrant additional protection because
they are rare or stressed. None of the following sensitive species or species of concern has been
identified associated with the waste sites in these OUs.

C2.1.3.1 Threatened and Endangered Species

Threatened and endangered species are plants and animals that are few in number and are
protected by Federal regulations (50 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 17, "Endangered and
Threatened Wildlife and Plants"). An "endangered" species is one that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A "threatened" species is one that is likely to
become endangered in the foreseeable future. The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973
requires conservation of threatened and endangered species.

Two federally protected species have been observed at the Hanford Site, the Aleutian Canada
goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia) and the bald eagle (Haliacetus leucocephalus). Both
depend on the river corridor and rarely are seen in the Central Plateau. As migratory birds, these
species also are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

No plants, invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, or mammals are on the Federal or Washington
State threatened and endangered species lists.

C2.1.3.2 Rare Plants

Rare plant species refer to any vascular plant species listed by the Washington Natural Heritage
Program (1998) as endangered, threatened, or sensitive in Washington State. Beyond threatened
and endangered species, the Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Natural
Heritage Program and the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife have prioritized the
conservation of additional species. Data arc available on state and global rarity, endemic
species, and the resource level of concern to which the species is assigned at the Hanford Site.
The list of species of concern, as presented in DOE/RL-96-32 (Hanford Site Biological
Resources Management Plan) (BRMaP), is lengthy. The Nature Conservancy survey discovered
112 populations of 28 rare plant taxa on the Hanford Site (TNC 1999). Although rare plants
were found dispersed throughout the Site, the highest densities occurred on the east end of
Umtanum Ridge, the basalt-derived sands near Gable Mountain, the White Bluffs, Rattlesnake
Mountain, and Yakima Ridge.
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C2.1.3.3 Mammalian Species of Concern

Pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis). Pygmy rabbits dig simple burrows in soil. They
generally are found within a 30-m (98-fl) radius of their burrows during winter and expand their
home range in spring and summer. The pygmy rabbit depends primarily on dense stands of big
sagebrush for food and cover. The Idaho pygmy rabbits' diet consists largely of sagebrush in the
winter, with grasses (39%) and forbs (10%) added in spring and summer.

C2.1.3.4 New-to-Science Species

The Nature Conservancy conducted a biodiversity survey of plants, mammals, reptiles, and
amphibians, birds, and insects at the Hanford Site between 1994 and 1998 (TNC 1999). This
survey found two species and one variety of plants and 41 species and two subspecies of insects
that had not been known to science. Umtanum desert buckwheat (Eriogonum codium) and
White Bluffs bladderpod (Lesquerella tuplashensis) and a new variety, basalt milk vetch
(Astragalus conjunctus var. rickardii), were identified as new plant species. The new plant and
insect species are listed at http://www.pnl.gov/ecomon/species/species.html.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife and Washington State have not yet determined the protective status of
these new-to-science species (i.e., whether or not they are considered threatened or endangered).
The BRMaP offers guidance for the protection of most of these species. Rare plants were found
dispersed throughout the Site; however, the highest densities occurred on the cast end of
Umtanum Ridge, the basalt-derived sands near Gable Mountain, the White Bluffs, Rattlesnake
Mountain, and Yakima Ridge. Each vernal pool cluster contained one or more rare plants. The
new-to-science plants and their habitat requirements are described in the following paragraphs.

Umtanum desert buckwheat (Eriogonum codiun). The only known population of Umtanum
desert buckwheat consists of approximately 5,200 plants on Umtanum Ridge in Benton County
at the western edge of the Hanford Site. Umtanum desert buckwheat is a long-lived (possibly
more than 100 years), extremely slow-growing, woody perennial that forms low mats
(Dunwiddie et al. 2001, "Demographic Studies of Eriogonumn codium Reveal, Caplow & Beck
(Polygonaceae) in Washington," Conservation of Washington's Rare Plants and Ecosystems,
Proccedingsfrom a Conference ofthe Rare Plant Care and Conservation Program ofthe
University of Washington; and TNC 1998, Biodiversity Inventory and Analysis ofthe Hanford
Site, 1997 Annual Report). This singular population is restricted to a narrow, scattered
distribution within a 1.6-km (1-mi) portion of Umtanum Ridge (Dunwiddie et al. 2001) and is
not located near any of the waste sites considered here. The species grows exclusively on
exposed basalt flow material of the Lolo Flow of the Wanapum basalt formation. The soils are
classified as lithosols and are composed of fine reddish to blackish basalt overlain with pumice.
Researchers from The Nature Conservancy have observed western harvester ants
(Pogonomyrmex occidentalis) gathering mature Umtanum desert buckwheat seeds.

White Bluffs bladderpod (Lesquerella tuplashensis). White Bluffs bladderpod is a short-lived
perennial that grows on the upper edge of the White Bluffs of the Columbia River in Franklin
County, not near any of the waste sites considered here. The single known population of the
species varies considerably between years, but censuses of adult (flowering) plants suggest more
than 50,000 plants may be present during some years (TNC 1998). The plant is found in a near-
vertical exposure of cemented, highly alkaline calcium carbonate paleosol (a "caliche" soil).
This hard calcium carbonate paleosol caps several hundred feet of alkaline, easily eroded
lacustrine sediments of the Ringold Formation. The species occurs intermittently in a narrow
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band (usually less than 10 m [33 f] wide) along an approximately 17-km (10.6-mi) stretch of the
bluff.

Basalt milk vetch (Astragalus conjunctus var. rickardit). Basalt milk vetch typically is
associated with bunchgrass areas within big sagebrush-steppe communities. It has been found on
the top and north end of Rattlesnake Mountain at the Hanford Site (TNC 1999). The basalt milk
vetch has not been identified near any 200 Areas waste sites. The other known population of
basalt milk vetch in Benton County is a small population on the Chandler Butte portion of the
Horse Heaven Hills. This represents a more northern extension of the plant's range than had
been known previously.

New-to-science insect species also were identified. The Nature Conservancy identified 2 beetles
(coleoptera), 9 flies (diptera), 5 leaf-hoppers (hotnoptera), 7 bees, ants, and wasps
(hynienoptera), and 20 butterflies and moths (lepidoptcra) on the Hanford Site (TNC 1999). The
insects were dispersed throughout the Site, with the new species found in shrub-steppe, areas
around the basalt talus, springs, and upland areas. Early results indicated that the insects found
in disturbed areas were strikingly different from those found in areas with relatively intact shrub-
steppe habitat. Both the type of insects found and the timing of insect activity varied between
the two habitats. For example, more scorpions were noted in the shrub-steppe than in disturbed
habitats. Also of note was the uniqueness of the insects surrounding West Lake. None of the
new-to-science insects would be expected on or near the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, or 200-PW-5
OU waste sites.

Based on the information about the habitat and wildlife in the Central Plateau, three primary
areas of consideration are important to the decision-making process.

. The shrub-steppe habitat at the Hanford Site is one of the largest parcels of shrub-steppe
in a region where the availability of this habitat is declining. Protection of shrub-steppe
habitat at the Hanford Site is critical for the health of the regional ecosystem. The shrub-
steppe habitat on the Hanford Site also provides for the most diverse community of plants
and animals in the arid upland environment, and diverse communities are better able to
cope with environment stresses, such as contamination, than uniform communities.

. Individual species, whose populations are limited and are designated as sensitive species,
must be protected.

* Most waste sites on the Central Plateau of the Hanford Site are disturbed habitats covered
with gravel or grasses and other small plants. These sites have a very low biodiversity of
floral and faunal species and offer poor quality habitat for animals. Additionally,
succession of native species has been slow in these disturbed areas. Recovery of
disturbed habitats to a mature shrub-steppe community is estimated to take more than
100 years if left alone.

Because of the disturbance of the waste sites, little to no habitat exists at the present. Many of
the waste sites in these OUs are located below 4.6 m (15 fl) bgs and would pose little threat to
ecological receptors in the area. One important characteristic of the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 OU waste sites is the presence of salts in the waste streams that were discharged to
the soil. Historically, these salts have attracted animals, which has resulted in the release of
contaminants to the environment when these animals burrowed into the waste sites to access
them.
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C2.2 CHARACTERIZATION OF LAND USE

The land-use boundary around the 200 East and 200 West Areas has been designated as
industrial (exclusive) in DOE/EIS-0222-F, Final Hanford Comprehensive Land-Use Plan
EnvironmentalImpact Statement (CLUP EIS). All waste sites are located within the industrial
(exclusive) land-use boundary (core zone).

Land use within the core zone of the 200 Areas is currently considered industrial (exclusive) and
is defined as "preserving U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) control of the continuing
remediation activities and use of the existing compatible infrastructure required to support
activities such as dangerous waste, radioactive waste, and mixed waste treatment, and storage
and disposal facilities" (DOE/EIS-0222-F). The waste sites inside the core zone meet the
definition of an industrial property under WAC 173-340-200, "Model Toxics Control Act -
Cleanup," "Definitions," and WAC 173-340-745, "Model Toxics Control Act - Cleanup," "Soil
Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties," by meeting the following criteria: the waste sites
do not serve as current residential areas, they have no potential to serve as future residential
areas, access to the industrial property by the general public is not allowed or access is highly
limited and controlled to address safety or security considerations, and food is not grown or
raised on the property.

Future land use at the Hanford Site is uncertain; however, DOE, the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (i.e.,
Tri-Parties) have agreed that an industrial scenario will be used to evaluate waste sites within the
core zone. Other scenarios have also been run to provide additional information to decision
makers. Land use is described in more detail in Section 3.0 of the FS.

C2.3 GROUNDWATER BENEFICIAL USE

Local groundwater is not a current source of drinking water in the core zone. In addition,
groundwater beneath the core zone is not anticipated to become a future source of drinking water
until groundwater cleanup levels are met. Under current conditions, no complete human
exposure pathways to groundwater arc assumed at the waste sites. Risks associated with current
contamination in the groundwater were not evaluated in this FS. Contaminated groundwater in
the 200 East Area is being and will continue to be addressed under the 200-BP-5 and 200-PO-1
Groundwater OUs. Contaminated groundwater in the 200 West Area is being and will continue
to be addressed under the 200-UP-1 and 200-ZP-1 Groundwater OUs.

The potential for contaminants to migrate from the soil to groundwater was evaluated in the risk
evaluation. Concentrations in soil were compared to groundwater protection risk-based
standards for the nonradiological constituents. For radiological constituents, the RESidual
RADioactivity (RESRAD) (ANL 2002, RESRADfor Windows, Version 6.21) output provided
current and future simulations of contribution to the risk of groundwater contamination from the
movement of vadose contaminants to groundwater. Fate and transport modeling using the
Subsurface Transport Over Multiple Phases (STOMP) code was not conducted because these
sites are analogous to the representative site 216-B-46 Crib, where groundwater protection has
been established as required (PNNL-1 1216, STOMP - Subsurface Transport Over Multiple
Phases: Application Guide).
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C2.4 CONCEPTUAL EXPOSURE MODEL FOR HUMAN HEALTH
AND TIlE ENVIRONMENT

This Section describes the potential exposure pathways from site contaminants, based on
currently available site information. The conceptual exposure model is formulated according to
guidance (EPA/540/R-99/005, Risk Assessment Guidancefor Superfund. Volume : Human '
Health Evaluation Manual [Part E, Supplemental Guidanccfor Dernal Risk Assessment]), with
the use of professional judgment and information on contaminant sources, release mechanisms,
routes of migration, potential exposure points, potential routes of exposure, and potential
receptor groups associated with the waste site.

An exposure pathway can be described as the physical course that a COPC takes from the point
of release to a receptor. Chemical intake or exposure route is the means by which a COPC enters
a receptor. For an exposure pathway to be complete, all of the following components must be
present:

SA source
* A mechanism for chemical release and transport
. An environmental transport medium
* An exposure point
* An exposure route
* A receptor or exposed population.

In the absence of any one of these components, an exposure pathway is considered incomplete
and, by definition, no risk or hazard exists. Figure C-1 presents the conceptual exposure model
for the waste site.

C2.4.I Contaminant Sources

The primary sources of contaminants at the six representative waste sites are described in the RI.

C2.4.2 Release Mechanisms and Environmental Transport Media

The primary release mechanisms transporting the COPCs from the source, via environmental
media, to potential receptors include the following:

. Infiltration, percolation, and leaching of contaminants from waste sites to groundwater

* Direct contact with shallow zone soil containing COPCs (receptor contact with onsite
shallow zone soil replaces release and transport)

* Generation of dust emanating from shallow zone soil to ambient air from wind or during
maintenance or construction activities at the waste site

* Volatilization of chemicals emanating from shallow zone soil to ambient air at the waste
site.

C2.4.3 Potentially Complete Human Exposure Pathways and Receptors

Based on the current understanding of land-use conditions at and near the waste site, as
represented in Figure C-1, the most plausible exposure pathways that are considered for
characterizing human health risks are described in the following paragraphs.
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The industrial land-use scenario is the baseline for evaluation in this FS. To provide additional
information to decision makers, a Native American exposure scenario is presented.

For the purposes of this RA, the point of compliance for shallow zone soils is defined as 0 to
4.6 m (0 to 15 fl) bgs and is evaluated using soil samples collected in this zone. This depth range
is a reasonable estimate of the depth of soil that could be excavated and distributed to the surface
as a result of development activities. The point of compliance for deep zone soils is defined as
those samples collected throughout the soil profile (i.e., from the surface to the water table) and
used to evaluate the protection of groundwater pathways.

Evaluation of the radiological constituents in shallow zone soil (for the direct-contact exposure
pathways) was conducted using two different methods. The first evaluation method is
considered representative of current waste site conditions because it accounts for a depth of clean
cover over the waste site. The shielding effects of the clean cover influence the resulting dose
and risk estimates. The second evaluation method is considered representative of worst-case
conditions; it assumes that no clean cover is present over the top of the representative site (i.e.,
the exposure point concentration [EPC] is representative of the entire shallow zone).

C2.4.3.1 Industrial Land-Use Scenario

Under current and future waste site conditions, onsite industrial workers potentially could be
exposed to shallow zone soils from the waste site. The industrial land-usc scenario assumes that
no groundwater from the waste site will be used for drinking purposes. Standard
WAC 173-340-745, Method C soil risk-based standards for nonradiological constituents consider
exposure through the direct-contact pathway (incidental soil ingestion and dermal contact) and
inhalation of dust and vapors in ambient air. For radiological constituents, potential routes of
exposure to shallow zone soil include external gamma radiation, incidental soil ingestion, and
inhalation of dust particulates (Section C3.3.1 discusses the RESRAD model).

C2.4.3.2 Hypothetical Native American Subsistence Scenario

The DOE remains committed to considering Tribal exposure scenarios for conducting the RAs
necessary to evaluate whether Hanford Site cleanup alternatives are protective of human health
and the environment (Roberson 2002, "Hazard Categorization of EM Inactive Waste Sites as
Less Than Hazard Category 3"). The Tri-Parties have interacted with the stakeholder Tribes
over the past several years to obtain their input on developing a Native American exposure
scenario or scenarios, including key parameters for the Central Plateau RA models.

The Tribes were involved in the RA framework workshops during the summer of 2002, and in
October 2002, they were asked to provide written suggestions on specific RA parameters
(exposure assumptions) for Tribal-use scenarios (DOE-RCA-2002-0584, 2002a, Ltter [no title;
topic: Tribal Input on CERCLA Risk Assessment], to Richard Gay, Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation, from the Tri-Party Agreement signatories; DOE-RCA-2002-0584,
2002b, Letter [no title; topic: Tribal Input on CERCLA Risk Assessment], to Russell Jim,
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, from the Tri-Party Agreement
signatories; DOE-RCA-2002-0584, 2002c, Letter [no title; topic: Tribal Input on CERCLA Risk
Assessment], to Patrick Sobotta, Nez Perce Tribe, from the Tri-Party Agreement signatories).
This request culminated in a workshop in December 2002 that included Ecology, EPA, and DOE
and representatives from the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, the
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, and the Nez Perce Tribe. The Yakamas
and the Nez Perce participated in the workshop but felt they needed additional time to provide
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input. The Umatillas asked that the information from "A Native American Exposure Scenario"
(Harris and Harper 1997) be used to calculate risk estimates for a Native American subsistence
scenario. The information from this study was used to estimate potential risks to a Native
American from radiological constituents.

The Native American subsistence scenario proposed in Harris and Harper (1997) represents a
"typical" Native American culture that incorporates the use of the entire Columbia Basin for
food, water, and shelter. This hypothetical scenario was evaluated to provide a basis of
comparison (assuming unrestricted land use) to the site-specific scenario (i.e., industrial)
previously described. Considerable uncertainty is associated with applying the Native American
subsistence exposure assumptions to each waste site and applying these assumptions likely
overestimates the dose and risk associated with each waste site. Less uncertainty would be
associated with risk estimates predicted on an area-wide basis, such as through the System
Assessment Capability (SAC) process.'

C2.4.3.3 Protection of Groundwater

Constituents currently present throughout the soil column could potentially leach into
groundwater beneath the waste site. Soil concentrations of nonradiological constituents
protective of groundwater risk-based standards were calculated for the unrestricted land-use
scenario. For radiological constituents, future impacts to the groundwater ingestion pathway
were evaluated.

C2.4.4 Potentially Complete Ecological Exposure Pathways and Receptors

On the basis of the current understanding of land-use conditions (industrial land use) at these
waste sites and the surrounding habitat, the following ecological exposures potentially associated
with the study area waste sites will be considered for characterizing ecological risks:

" Direct contact with, or ingestion of, surface soil by avian (e.g., western meadowlark) and
terrestrial (e.g., coyote) wildlife that might use the waste sites

. Bioaccumulation through ingestion of food items (e.g., plants or prey) consumed by
wildlife that might forage at the waste sites.

C2.4.5 Computation of Exposure Point Concentrations

The EPCs are estimated chemical concentrations that a receptor could come in contact with and
are specific to each exposure medium (i.e., shallow and deep zone soils). For the direct-contact
routes of exposure, EPCs are represented by concentrations directly measured in soil. For the
inhalation route, modeling was performed to estimate constituent concentrations in air from
particulate or vapor emissions from soil.

' The hypothetical Native American subsistence scenario likely will be an iterative process and will become refined
in the future through the RI/FS and Site cleanup processes.
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C2.4.5.1 Direct-Contact Exposure Point Concentrations

The EPCs were calculated using the best statistical estimate of an upper bound on the average
exposure concentrations, in accordance with WAC 173-340-745(8), "Model Toxics Control Act
- Cleanup," "Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties," "Compliance Monitoring." As
stated in EPA PB-96-3373, Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calculating the Concentration
Term, the 95% upper confidence limit (UCL) on the mean is considered a conservative upper
bound estimate that is not likely to underestimate the mean concentration and most likely
overestimates that concentration. The maximum detected concentration was used in place of the
95% UCL when the calculated 95% UCL was greater than the maximum detected value.

C2.4.5.2 Ambient Air Exposure Point Concentrations

Air concentrations were estimated by modeling particulate or vapor emissions from the soil. Air
concentrations from vapor emissions were estimated using a volatilization factor for those
constituents that are considered volatile. Volatile constituents considered for the inhalation
pathway are operationally defined as those constituents with a Henry's Law constant greater than
10 '5 atm-m3/mole and a molecular weight less than 200 g/mole (EPA 2002, Region 9
[Preliminary Remediation Goals] PRGs 2002 Tables at .vww.epa.gov/region09/wastelsfundI
prg/files/02table.pdf). Air concentrations from fugitive dust emissions were estimated using a
particulate emissions factor for those constituents that are not volatile. The following equation
was used to estimate air concentrations from volatile or particulate emissions:

Air Concentration = C, xI - or-
PEF VF

where

C, = soil concentration (mg/kg)

VF = volatilization factor (chemical-specific) (m3/kg)

PEF = particulate emissions factor (1.32 x 109 m3/kg).

The volatilization factors for volatile organic compounds identified as COPCs in shallow zone
soil2 and the particulate emissions factor used to estimate fugitive dust emissions were obtained
from EPA540/R-96/018, Soil Screening Guidance: Users Guide.

C3.0 h UMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

This section presents the HIHRA for the 200-TW-I and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites. The
RA for the representative sites is contained in the RI report. This HIHRA presents information
about the analogous sites. This HIHRA comprises the following components:

. HHRA guidance: Lists the guidance documents used for the HHRA.

. Selection of COPCs: Identifies the constituents considered to be most important to the
evaluation of human health risk.

2 Shallow zone soils are defined as those collected from zero to 4.6 m (15 fl) bgs.
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" Iluman exposure and toxicity assessment: Identifies the pathways by which potential
human exposures could occur; describes how they are evaluated; and evaluates the
magnitude, frequency, and duration of these exposures. Identifies the sources of toxicity
values used.

" RA results: Integrates information from the exposure and toxicity assessments to
characterize the risks to human health from potential exposure to contaminants in
environmental media.

* Identification of major uncertainties and assumptions: Summarizes the basic
assumptions used in the RA, as well as limitations of data and methodology.

CM. hUMAN IIEALTh GUIDANCE

The procedures used for the HHRA are consistent with those described in WAC-173-340 and the
following DOE and EPA guidance documents:

" EPA/540/1-89/002, Risk Assessment Guidancefor Superfund (RAGS), Volume I - Human
Health Evaluation Manual, Part A (interim final)

* Office of Solid Waste Emergency Response (OSWER) Directive 9285.6-03, Risk
Assessment Guidancefor Superfund, Vol. 1, Human Health Evaluation Manual,
Supplemental Guidance: Standard Default Exposure Factors, (Interim Final)

* EPA/600/P-95/002Fa, Exposure Factors Handbook

* EPA/600/P-92/003C, Proposed Guidelinesfor Carcinogen Risk Assessment

* EPA/540/R-99/005, Risk Assessment Guiddncefor Superfund, Volume I. Human Health
Evaluation Manual (Part E, Supplemental Guidancefor Dermal Risk Assessment)

" EPA PB-96-3373, Supplemental Guidance to RAGS: Calculating the Concentration
Term.

C3.2 SELECTION OF CONTAMINANTS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

The COPCs are those contaminants that should be carried through the human health risk
quantification process. This component of the l-IHRA process summarizes those contaminants
detected in environmental media and identifies the COPCs for environmental media that are
accessible for human exposure. During the course of the HHRA, the COPCs are evaluated to
identify and prioritize those contaminants that are estimated to pose an unacceptable risk and
should be addressed by the FS.

C3.2.1 Data Used for Contaminant of Potential Concern Selection

Data evaluated for the analogous sites in this RA, except for the 216-B-26 Trench, include
shallow3 and deep zone soil samples collected during the 200-BP-1 RI (DOE/RL-92-70, Phase I
Remedial Investigation Report for 200-BP-1 Operable Unit). The 216-B-26 Trench data were
obtained after the 200-BP-1 RI with samples from a single borehole. The sources of analytical

3 Shallow zone soils are defined as those collected from zero to 4.6 m (15 ft) bgs.
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data used in this RA are summarized in Section 3.0 of the main document. Table C-1
summarizes all the samples included in this RA by station identification, sample identification,
depth interval, and date of collection, except for the 216-B-26 Trench, which is summarized in
Tables C-70 and C-71. The following rules were used to identify the data to be used in the RA:

. Estimated values flagged with a "B" (inorganics only) or "J" qualifier were treated as
detected concentrations.

. Data qualified as rejected (flagged "R") were not used in the RA.

. Only the parent sample result was included in the analysis when field duplicate or split
samples were collected.

* All radioisotopic data were decayed to 2004 conditions.

C3.2.2 Criteria for Selection of Contaminants of Potential Concern
for the Human Health Risk Assessment

In accordance with the EPA, Ecology, and DOE guidance, factors considered in identifying the
COPCs for the study area are as follows:

" Identification of detected chemicals
. Frequency of detection
. Essential nutrients
. Background screening
. Availability of toxicity values for use in calculating risk-based standards.

The COPCs were identified separately for shallow zone and deep zone soil samples from each
waste site. Evaluation of the RA data using these criteria is discussed in the following
subsections.

C3.2.2.1 Identification of Detected Chemicals

As a conservative measure, all chemicals that were detected at least once in any of the shallow
zone or deep zone soil samples were carried to the next step in the COPC selection process.
Chemicals that were not detected in any of the soil samples (i.e., 0% frequency of detection)
were not selected as COPCs.

Because of the limited suite of data collected for the 216-B-26 Trench, summary statistics are not
available for this trench. Maximum detected concentrations were used for the 216-B-26 Trench.
A summary of significant shallow zone contaminants are presented in Table C-70.

C3.2.2.1.1 Shallow Zone4

The summary statistics for all radiological and nonradiological chemicals detected in shallow
zone soil samples at least once are presented in Tables C-2 through C-8.

* 216-B-43 Crib: A total of 23 nonradiological constituents and 10 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

" 216-B-44 Crib: A total of 26 nonradiological constituents and 8 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

4 Shallow zone soils are defined as those collected from zero to 4.6 m (15 ft) bgs.
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* 216-13-45 Crib: A total of 27 nonradiological constituents and 9 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

* 216-13-47 Crib: A total of 24 nonradiological constituents and 7 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

. 216-B-48 Crib: A total of 21 nonradiological constituents and 7 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

. 216-13-49 Crib: A total of 23 nonradiological constituents and 7 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

. 216-B-50 Crib: A total of 19 nonradiological constituents and 9 radiological
constituents were detected at least once in shallow soil.

C3.2.2.1.2 Deep Zone

The summary statistics for all radiological and nonradiological chemicals detected in deep zone
soil samples at least once are presented in Tables C-9 through C-15. Summary statistics were
not available for the 216-B-26 Trench. A summary of significant deep zone contaminants are
presented in Table C-71.

. 216-13-43 Crib: A total of 49 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

* 216-1-44 Crib: A total of 49 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

* 216-B-45 Crib: A total of 49 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

. 216-1347 Crib: A total of 45 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

* 216-B-48 Crib: A total of 50 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

. 216-13-49 Crib: A total of 37 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

. 216-B-50 Crib: A total of 25 nonradiological constituents and
constituents were detected at least once in deep soil.

14 radiological

13 radiological

13 radiological

11 radiological

12 radiological

13 radiological

13 radiological

C3.2.2.2 Frequency of Detection

Constituents detected in shallow zone or deep zone soil samples at a frequency of 5% or more
were carried to the next step of the screening process. In addition, constituents detected at a
frequency of less than 5%, but with maximum concentrations greater than 10 times the soil risk-
based standard, were retained as COPCs. Frequency statistics are not available for the 216-B-26
Trench.

C3.2.2.2.1 Shallow Zones

The frequency-of-detection screening results for shallow soils are summarized as follows.

s Shallow zone soils arc defined as those collected from zero to 4.6 m (15 ft) bgs.
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. 216-B43 Crib. As shown in Table C-2, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-44 Crib. As shown in Table C-3, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-45 Crib. As shown in Table C-4, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-47 Crib. As shown in Table C-5, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-48 Crib. As shown in Table C-6, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

* 216-B-49 Crib. As shown in Table C-7, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-50 Crib. As shown in Table C-8, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

C3.2.2.2.2 Deep Zone

The frequency-of-detection screening results for deep soils are summarized as follows.

. 216-B-43 Crib. As shown in Table C-9, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-44 Crib. As shown in Table C-10, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-45 Crib. As shown in Table C-11, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-47 Crib. As shown in Table C-12, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-48 Crib. As shown in Table C-13, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

. 216-B-49 Crib. As shown in Table C-14, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.

a 216-B-5O Crib. As shown in Table C-15, no constituents were detected at a frequency of
less than 5%; therefore, all constituents were carried forward into the next screening step.
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C3.2.2.3 Essential Nutrients

Essential nutrients are those constituents considered essential for human nutrition.
Recommended daily allowances are developed for essential nutrients to estimate safe and
adequate daily dietary intakes (NAS 19S9, Recommended Dietary Allowances). Because
aluminum, calcium, iron, magnesium, potassium, and sodium are considered to be essential
nutrients and have no available toxicity factors, they were excluded from further consideration as
COPCs.

C3.2.2.4 Background Screening

The next criterion for identifying a constituent as one of potential concern was its presence at
a concentration higher than naturally occurring levels. Sitewide soil background lcvels have
been established for metals and radiological constituents for the Hanford Site. The statewide soil
background level was used as the background level for cadmium. Sitewide and statewide soil
background levels are not available for antimony, bismuth, cyanide, nitrite, selenium, sulfate,
thallium, cobalt-60, plutonium-239, technetium-99, and tritium. If these metals or radionuclides
were detected, they were carried forward into RA. Because volatile organic compounds,
polychlorinatcd biphenyls (PCBs), and semi-volatile organic compounds are not naturally
occurring in the soils at the Hanford Site, any constituent detected in these fractions also were
carried forward into RA.

The maximum detected concentrations of each metal or radionuclide detected in shallow or deep
zone soil were compared to the 90 'h percentile background value. Summaries of metals and
radiological constituents compared to background values for each representative waste site are
provided in Tables C-16 through C-22 and C-70 for shallow zone soils and Tables C-23 through
C-29 and C-71 for deep zone soils.

C3.2.2.5 Availability of Toxicity Values

If a toxicity value was not available from a reliable source or an appropriate surrogate could not
be identified, then the chemical was not included in the RA. Toxicity values were identified for
all COPCs in soil, with the exception of 2-ethyl-1-hexanol, 2-methyl propanoic acid, 6-methyl-
dodecane, dodecane, heptadecane, hexadecane, hexadecanoic acid, pentadecane, tetradecane,
tributyl phosphate, tridecane,4-methyl-tridecane, triphenyl-phosphine oxide, 2,6-dimethyl-
undecane, and general chemical parameters (including chloride, fluoride, phosphate, sulfate, and
total organic carbon). Toxicity values were generally unavailable for general chemical
parameters, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and those constituents considered to be
tentatively identified compounds (TICs). These constituents are, in general considered relatively
nontoxic (e.g., general chemical parameters), were detected at a relatively low frequency
(e.g., TICs) or correlate with the detection of chemicals that do have available toxicity values
(e.g., PAHs). Therefore, these constituents were not carried forward into the RA; the exclusion
of these constituents from this RA potentially could cause risk at the waste site to be
underestimated.

C3.2.2.6 Contaminants of Potential Concern

Table C-30 summarizes the COPCs for the 216-B-43, 216-B-44, 216-B-45, 216-B-47, 216-B-48,
216-B-49, and 216-B-50 Cribs. Table C-70 and C-71 summarize the significant COPMs for the
216-B-26 Trench.
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C3.3 HUMAN EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The exposure assessment component of the HHRA identifies the populations that could be
exposed, the routes by which these individuals could become exposed, and the magnitude,
frequency, and duration of potential exposures. The human exposure assessment includes the
following components:

. Discussion of the RESRAD RA methodology

. Development of exposure assumptions for potentially complete exposure pathways

. Calculation of chemical intake for COPCs
* Source of toxicity values.

C3.3.1 Residual Radioactivity Risk Assessment Methodology

The RA for radiological constituents was performed using RESRAD Version 6.2 analysis
(ANL 2002). The RESRAD model was used to obtain risk and dose estimates from direct-
contact exposure to radiological constituents present in the shallow zone of the 200-TW-I and
200-PW-5 analogous waste sites with data. The RESRAD model also was used to obtain risk
and dose estimates for protecting the groundwater pathway. The results obtained from the
RESRAD model for the groundwater protection model are limited to use for screening purposes
only.

C3.3.2 Human Exposure Assumptions

The estimation of exposure requires numerous assumptions to describe potential exposure
scenarios. Upper-bound exposure assumptions are used to estimate "reasonable maximum"
exposure conditions to provide a bounding estimate on exposure. The exposure assumptions and
methodology used to develop soil risk-based standards for nonradiological constituents. The
assumptions and methodology used to calculate risk and dose estimates for radiological
constituents are described in the following subsections.

C3.3.2.1 Nonradiological Constituents

Exposure assumptions and methodology used for developing the direct-contact risk-based
standards under the industrial land-use scenario are provided in WAC 173-340-745.

As discussed in the CSM, groundwater at the waste sites is not used for drinking water purposes.
However, exposure assumptions are provided for the groundwater ingestion pathway for the
purpose of evaluating the groundwater protection pathway. The exposure assumptions and
methodology used for deriving soil concentrations for groundwater protection are provide in
WAC 173-340-747, "Model Toxics Control Act - Cleanup," "Deriving Soil Concentrations for
Ground Water Protection."

Exposure estimates for current and future industrial workers are based on the assumption that
a 70 kg adult would contact surface soil 146 days/yr over 20 years. For the direct-contact
pathway, an incidental soil ingestion rate of 50 mg/day was assumed. For the inhalation
pathway, an inhalation rate of 20 m3/day was assumed. For the groundwater protection pathway,
a drinking water ingestion rate of 2 U/day was assumed.
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C3.3.2.2 Radiological Constituents

Exposure assumptions and methodology used for developing risk and dose estimates for the
industrial and hypothetical Native American subsistence scenarios were obtained from
DOE/RL-91-45, Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodologv; Harris and Harper (1997); and
ANL 2002. The scenarios evaluated were selected based on the conceptual exposure model
(Figure C-1) and are consistent with the reasonably anticipated future land uses.

The RESRAD model allows the use of site-specific chemical and physical parameters to estimate
risk and dose. Site-specific parameters include depth of contamination, depth of clean cover, soil
density, volumetric moisture, and chemical-specific distribution coefficients (Ks). A detailed
list of the site-specific input parameters is provided in the RI.

An analysis of the Ks was conducted based on several studies that have been prepared for the
200 Areas. The K4 values that were selected for use in the RESRAD modeling are provided in
PNNL.-1 1800, Composite Analysis for Low-Level Waste Disposal in the 200 Areas Plateau of the
Hanford Site. The "Zone F" category values were used because this category represents the type
of waste that was disposed of in the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites. The
Zone F category is defined as sources with low organics, low salts, and near-neutral conditions.
These Ks were within the range from the documents reviewed.

Industrial Land-Use Scenario. Exposure estimates for the current and future industrial worker
are based on the assumption that a 70 kg adult would be exposed to surface soil 2,000 hours/yr
(14% of the year spent indoors and 9% of the year spent outdoors) over 30 years. An incidental
soil ingestion rate of 100 mg/day and an inhalation rate of 20 m3/day were assumed. For the
groundwater protection pathway, a drinking water ingestion rate of 2 IJday was assumed.

Hypothetical Native American Subsistence Scenario. Exposure assumptions for the Native
American subsistence scenario were obtained from Harris and Harper (1997). This study
suggests that a traditional Tribal member would lead a moderately active lifestyle, spending
180 days/yr conducting various subsistence activities (e.g., hunting, fishing, and gathering) and
spending the full year consuming materials obtained through these activities. In addition, as
much as 3.6 hours/day could be spent swimming or performing other water-contact activities.
This lifestyle would be applied over a 70-year lifetime.

This exposure scenario assumes that radiological contaminants from each waste site do not reach
the Columbia River and fish are not affected by past waste site activities. Therefore, the
contaminants from 200-TW-l and 200-PW-5 OU analogous waste sites currently present in the
vadose zone are not expected to have any effect on the Columbia River. Based on this
information, contaminants from these waste sites are not expected to contaminate the fish in the
river by contaminating the water.6

C3.3.3 Equations for Soil Risk-Based Standards

For the majority of nonradiological constituents detected, soil risk-based standards were obtained
from Ecology 94-145, Cleanup Levels and Risk Calculations Under the Model Toxics Control
Act Cleanup Regulation (CLARC) Version 3.1. Soil risk-based standards were not available for
titanium; therefore, a soil risk-based standard was calculated for this constituent. The following

6 The fish ingestion pathway in the RESRAD model is turned off.
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subsections provide the equations used to calculate the soil risk-based concentrations under the
industrial land-use exposure scenarios for carcinogens and noncarcinogens.

Carcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-745, Method C
soil risk-based standards for carcinogenic chemicals:

TRx B)V x A TCx UCF
Soil Concentration(mg I kg) - CPF, x SIR x ABS, x EF x ED

Noncarcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-745,
Method C soil risk-based standards for noncarcinogenic chemicals:

TIIQxB W xATNxUCFxRJD
he 0

Soil Concentration(mg / kg) -
EFxEDxSIRxABS

gi

C3.3.4 Equations for Ambient Air Cleanup Levels

Ambient air risk-based standards were calculated for all COPCs identified in Section C3.2.2.
The following subsections provide the equations used to calculate the ambient air risk-based
concentrations under the industrial land-use exposure scenario for carcinogens and
noncarcinogens.

Carcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-750 "Model
Toxics Control Act - Cleanup," "Cleanup Standards to Protect Air Quality," Method C ambient
air risk-based standards for carcinogenic chemicals:

3 TR xBI$Wx ATC
Air Concentration(mg Im ) -

CPF x INH x ABSIf x EF x ED

Noncarcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-750,
Method C ambient air risk-based standards for noncarcinogenic chemicals:

TIIQxBW xAT~xRJDi
Air Concenrration(mg m 3n ) -

EF x ED x INII x ABS
in',

C3.3.5 Equations for Groundwater Risk-Based Standards

For the majority of nonradiological constituents detected, groundwater risk-based standards were
obtained from the CLARC tables (Ecology 94-145). Groundwater risk-based standards were not
available for benzoic acid, cobalt, hexane, and titanium; therefore, groundwater risk-based
standards were calculated for these constituents. The following subsections provide the
equations used to calculate the groundwater risk-based concentrations under the unrestricted
land-use exposure scenario for carcinogens and noncarcinogens.

Carcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-747, Method B
groundwater risk-based standards for carcinogenic chemicals:
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TRx BWc x ATCxL'CF
Groundwater Conentration(ug I L) = C'PF xDWIR xINH xDWF xEF xED

Noncarcinogens. The following equation was used to calculate the WAC 173-340-747,
Method B groundwater risk-based standards for noncarcinogenic chemicals:

TIIQxBW xATNxUCFxRfD
Groundwater Concentrauion(ug /L)= Pl " .

DWF x ED x DWIR x INII

C3.3.6 Equations for Soil Concentrations Protective of Groundwater

The following subsections provide the equations used to calculate the soil concentrations that
will not cause concentrations in groundwater to exceed the groundwater risk-based standards
established under WAC 173-340-720, "Model Toxics Control Act - Cleanup," "Ground Water
Cleanup Standards." The groundwater concentration (C.) used in the equation was equal to the
groundwater risk-based standard unless a Federal drinking water maximum contaminant level
(MCL) was available. When an MCL was available for a constituent, the lower of the MCL or
the groundwater risk-based standard was selected as the groundwater concentration. The three-
phase partitioning equation was used to derive soil concentrations protective of groundwater:

Cs=C.xUCFxDFx Kd+ 0,+O xH'

where

C, = calculated soil concentration (mg/kg)
C = groundwater risk-based standard established under WAC 173-340-720 (pg/L)
UCF = unit conversion factor (I x 10,3 mg/pg)
DF = dilution factor (20 unitless)
K= distribution coefficient (chemical-specific) (L/kg)

.= water-filled soil porosity (0.3 mlJmL)
= air-filled soil porosity (0.13 mL/mL)

H'= Henry's Law constant (chemical-specific) (dimensionless)
Pb = dry soil bulk density (1.5 kg/L).

When a published K was not available, the following equation was used to calculate the
distribution coefficient:

Kd = K. x f.

where:

Kd = distribution coefficient (chemical-specific) (Ukg)
K= soil organic carbon-water partitioning coefficient (chemical-specific) (mUg)
F= soil fraction of organic carbon (0.001 g/g).
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C3.3.7 Sources of Toxicity Values

Toxicity values used to calculate the soil and groundwater risk-based standards were obtained
from the following sources:

" The primary source of toxicity values (i.e., cancer potency factors and oral reference
doses) is the EPA's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database, available on the
Internet at http://www.epa.gov/iris/index.html.

. If a toxicity value was not available from IRIS, toxicity values published in
EPA/540/R-97/036, Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables, FY 1997 Update, were
used or the EPA's Region 9 [Preliminary Rem ediation Goals] PRGs 2002 Tables (EPA
2002) were used.

C3.4 RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS FOR NONRADIOLOGICAL CONSTITUENTS

All nonradiological COPCs identified in Section C3.2.2 were compared to WAC 173-340-745,
Method C risk-based standards developed for the direct-contact pathway. Additionally,
nonradiological constituents were compared to the WAC 173-340-747, Method B soil
concentrations protective of groundwater.

All risk-based standards developed for these waste sites were based on chronic or carcinogenic
threats. Each true mean soil concentration was compared to its respective risk-based standard.
WAC 173-340-745 states that carcinogenic risks should be less than I x 10~5 for Method C.
Concentrations of individual noncarcinogenic constituents that pose a chronic toxic effect to
human health should not exceed a hazard quotient (HQ) of 1.0.

The IIQ can be back-calculated by dividing the concentration term by its respective noncancer
risk-based standard. As described in the previous paragraph, a ratio greater than one suggests a
potential for adverse health effects as defined by WAC 173-340-745(5)(B).

Carcinogenic risk is expressed as a probability of developing cancer as a result of lifetime
exposure. For a given chemical and route of exposure, excess lifetime cancer risk (ELCR) can
be back-calculated by dividing the concentration term by its cancer risk-based standard and
multiplying by 10s- (for industrial exposure) to estimate the chemical-specific risk. An ELCR
that exceeds the target risk threshold of I x 10 indicates that, as a plausible upper bound, an
individual has a one-in-one-hundred-thousand chance of developing cancer as a result of site-
related exposure to a carcinogen over a 75-year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions at
that waste site.

The EPA generally considers action to be warranted at a waste site when cancer risks exceed
I x 104 based on a reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario. Action generally is not
required for risks falling within I x 104 to I x 10; however, this is judged on a case-by-case
basis. Risks of less than I x 10'4 generally are not of concern to regulatory agencies. A hazard
index (the ratio of chemical intake to the reference dose greater than one indicates that some
potential exists for adverse noncancer health effects associated with exposure to the
contaminants of concern (OSWER Directive 9285.6-03).
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C3.4.1 Comparison Results to WAC 173-340-745, lethod C Direct-Contact and
WAC 173-340-747, Method B Groundwater Protection Cleanup Levels

All representative and analogous waste sites evaluated for the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and
200-PW-5 OUs are located within the core zone and were compared to the industrial land-use
direct-contact (WAC 173-340-745, Method C) and WAC 173-340-747, Method B groundwater
protection risk-based standards. Comparison results for each representative waste site are
provided in the RI and, for the 216-B-58 Trench in Section 2.0 of this FS. Comparison results
for each analogous waste site are provided in Tables C-31 through C-37 for the shallow zone and
in Tables C-38 through C-44 and C-71 for the deep zone.

C3.4.1.1 216-B-43 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-31, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-38 (except for the nitrogen in nitrite and
nitrate, total uranium, and pentachlorophenol), the true mean concentrations for all constituents
are less than their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based concentrations. The true mean
concentration for nitrogen in nitrate (421 mg/kg) exceeds the risk-based standard of 40 mg/kg;
the true mean concentration for nitrogen in nitrite (40 mg/kg) exceeds the risk-based standard of
4.0 mg/kg; the true mean concentration for total uranium (5.2 mg/kg) exceeds the risk-based
standard of 1.3 mg/kg; and the true mean concentration of pentachlorophenol (0.70 mg/kg)
exceeds the risk-based standard of 0.012 mg/kg. Pentachlorophenol only was detected two times
at detection limit levels. This is not considered a significant threat to the groundwater.

C3.4.1.2 216-1-44 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-32, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-39 (with the exception of nitrogen in nitrite
and nitrate, and uranium), the true mean concentrations for all constituents are less than their
respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standards. The true mean concentration for nitrogen in
nitrite and nitrate (561 mg/kg) slightly exceeds the risk-based standard of 40 mg/kg, and the true
mean concentration for uranium (25 mg/kg) exceeds the WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standard
of 1.3 mg/kg.

C3.4.1.3 216-1-45 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-33, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-40 (except for aluminum, cadmium, nitrogen
as nitrate and nitrite, and uranium), the true mean concentrations for all constituents are less than
their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standards. The true mean concentration for
aluminum (7,479 mg/kg), cadmium (0.90 mg/kg), nitrogen as nitrate (244 mg/kg), and uranium
(13 mg/kg) exceed their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standards of 45 mg/kg,
0.69 mg/kg, 40 mg/kg, and 1.3 mg/kg, respectively. However, the true mean cadmium
concentration does not exceed the background value of 1.0 mg/kg, which is the default standard
because background exceeds the WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standard.
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C3.4.1.4 216-B-47 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-34, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-41 (except for pentachlorophenol and
uranium), the true mean concentrations for all constituents are less than their respective
WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standards. The true mean concentration for pentachlorophenol
(0.73 mg/kg) and uranium (61 mg/kg) exceed their respective risk-based standards of
0.012 mg/kg and 1.3 mg/kg, respectively. Pentachlorophenol was only detected two times at
detection limit levels. This is not considered a significant threat to the groundwater.

C3.4.1.5 216-B-48 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-35, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-42 (except for nitrogen as nitrate and nitrite
and uranium), the true mean concentrations for all constituents are less than their respective
WAC 173-340-747 risk-based standards. The true mean concentration for nitrogen as nitrate
(276 mg/kg) and uranium (1,631 mg/kg) exceed their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based
standard of40 mg/kg, 50 mg/kg, and 1.3 mg/kg, respectively.

C3.4.1.6 216-B-49 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-36, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-43 (except for uranium), the true mean
concentrations for all constituents are less than their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based
standards. The true mean concentration for uranium (10 mg/kg) exceeds the risk-based standard
of 1.3 mg/kg.

C3.4.1.7 216-B-50 Crib

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-37, the true mean concentrations for all constituents are
less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-44 (except for uranium), the true mean
concentrations for all constituents are less than their respective WAC 173-340-747 risk-based
standards. The true mean concentration for uranium (10 mg/kg) exceeds the risk-based standard
of 1.3 mg/kg.

C3.4.1.8 216-B-26 Trench

Direct Contact. As shown in Table C-70, the maximum detected concentrations for all
constituents are less than their respective WAC 173-340-745 risk-based standards.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-71, the maximum detected concentration for
manganese, uranium, and nitrate exceed the risk-based standards.
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C3.4.2 Results of Comparison to Air Cleanup Levels

All shallow zone soil sample results from each representative waste site were pooled and the
maximum detected concentration of each COPC identified was compared to WAC 173-340-750,
Method C ambient air risk-based standard. The maximum air concentrations were calculated
using the methodology presented in Section C2.4.5. Average concentrations are compared to
WAC 173-340-750, Method C ambient air risk-based standards in Table C-45. As shown, the
maximum air concentrations for all constituents are less than their respective ambient air risk-
based standards.

C3.5 RISK ASSESSMENT RESULTS FOR RADIOLOGICAL CONSTITUENTS

All radiological COPCs identified in Section C2.4.5 were evaluated under the industrial,
hypothetical Native American subsistence, and groundwater protection exposure scenarios. Each
direct-contact exposure scenario was evaluated with and without cover material. All scenarios
were evaluated with the absence of clean cover, assuming a contaminated zone ranging from 0 m
to 4.6 m (0 to 15 ft) (contaminant concentrations provided in Tables C-2 through C-8 for shallow
zone soil and in Tables C-9 through C-15 for deep zone soil). Exposure times were carried out
to 1,000 years for each analogous waste site evaluated.

The following RA results focus on the industrial exposure scenario. The hypothetical Native
American subsistence exposure scenario was evaluated to provide a basis of comparison
(assuming unrestricted land use) to the industrial exposure scenario.

For the purposes of this RA, the radiation dose limit for each of the exposure scenarios evaluated
(industrial and hypothetical Native American) is 15 mrem/yr (10 CFR 835, "Occupational
Radiation Protection"). This dose limit is developed for members of the public who are
unknowingly exposed to radiation and is approximately equivalent to an ELCR of I x I0.

C3.5.1 Summary of Dose and Risk Estimates for Radiological Constituents

Tables C-46 through C-4S present the input parameters used for the RESRAD modeling for the
industrial, Native American, and groundwater protection scenarios. Tables C-49 through C-52
and Tables C-53 and C-54 summarize the dose and risk estimates for each of the analogous
waste sites for direct contact and for the groundwater protection pathway, respectively.

For comparison, risk and dose estimates are discussed relative to the following exposure times,
which are based on the results of risk framework workshops as documented in the Ecology,
EPA, and DOE response to the Hanford Advisory Board (Klein et al. 2002, "Consensus
Advice # 132: Exposure Scenarios Task Force on the 200 Area"), as amended.

* 50 years is the estimated time that DOE will have an onsite presence.

* 150 years is the estimated time that institution controls are assumed to be effective.

* Dose estimates are provided for the exposure time when the target dose limit of
15 mrem/yr is achieved.
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C3.5.1.1 216-B-43 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-2, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-43 Crib is 3.85 mrcm/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-3, the
maximum ELCR is 7.7 x 10-5 at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less
than the target risk level of 1.0 x 10. Additionally, the ELCR under this scenario is within or
less than the Coniprchcnsive Environncntal Response. Coipensaiion, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA) target risk range of I x 10'6 to I x 104 for all times analyzed. The primary
contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure CA, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-43 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
59 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-5, the maximum ELCR is
9.8 x 104. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
1.0 x 104 to I x 10. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and
strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-6, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-43 Crib is 0.68 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-6,
the ELCR is 2.1 x 104 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 10' for all times after 150 years.
The primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.1.2 216-B-44 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-7, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-44 Crib is 4.58 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-8, the
maximum ELCR is 9.0 x 10'5 at years 0 and 1. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never
less than the target risk level of 1.0 x 105 . Additionally, the ELCR under this scenario is within
or less than the CERCLA target risk range of ! x 106 to I x 104 for all times analyzed. The
primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-1 37 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-9, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-44 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
53 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-10, the maximum ELCR is
9 x 104. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
1.0 x 104 to 1 x 10'. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-I 37,
radium-226, and strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-11, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-44 Crib is 0.65 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-1 1,
the ELCR is 2 x 104 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x I0 for all times after 150 years. The
primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.1.3 216-B-45 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-12, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-45 Crib is 3.11 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-13, the
maximum ELCR is 6.1 x 10,5 at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less
than the target risk level of 1.0 x 105. Additionally, the ELCR under this scenario is within or

C-27



DOEIRL-2003-64 DRAFT A

less than the CERCLA target risk range of I x 10- to I x 104 for all times analyzed. The
primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-14, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-45 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
35 mrcm/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-15, the maximum ELCR is
6.3 x 104 . The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
1.0 x 104 to 1 x 106. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-1 37,
radium-226, and strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-16, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-45 Crib is 0.33 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-16,
the ELCR is 1 x 104 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 10' for all times after 150 years. The
primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.I.4 216-13-47 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-17, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-13-47 Crib is 51.2 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-18, the
maximum ELCR is 9.6 x 104 at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less
than the target risk level of 1.0 x 10~5. Additionally, the ELCR under this scenario is never
within or less than the CERCLA target risk range of 1 x 10, to 1 x 104. The primary
contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-19, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-47 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
46 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-20, the maximum ELCR is
8 x 10 3. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
1.0 x 104 to 1 x 106. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137,
radium-226, and strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C 53 and Figure C-21, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-47 Crib is 0.09 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-21,
the ELCR is 2.8 x 10 5 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 1 0- for all times after 150 years.
The primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.1.5 216-13-48 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-22, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-48 Crib is 4.68 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-23. the
maximum ELCR is 9.5 x 10 5 at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never
less than the target risk level of 1.0 x 10 5. Additionally, the ELCR under this scenario is
within or less than the CERCLA target risk range of! x 104 to I x 104 for all times analyzed.
The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-24, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-48 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
133 mrem/yr at year 0. The total dose exceeds 15 millirem per year for the entire period
evaluated (1,000 years). As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-25, the maximum ELCR is
2 x 103. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
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1.0 x 104 to I x 10. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are radium-226 and
strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-26, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-48 Crib is 0.65 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-26,
the ELCR is 2 x 104 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 104 for all times after 150 years. The
primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.1.6 216-B-49 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-27, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-49 Crib is 0.921 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-28, the
maximum ELCR is 1.5 x 10~ at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is less than the
target risk level of 1.0 x 10- for years 50 through 1,000. Additionally, the ELCR under this
scenario is within or less than the CERCLA target risk range of I x 1 0 to I x I D4 for all times
analyzed. The primary contributor to total dose and risk is cesium-137.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-29, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-49 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
76 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-30, the maximum ELCR is
I x 103 . The ELCR under this exposure scenario is less than the lower target risk of I x 10-
after 500 years The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and strontium-90.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-31, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-49 Crib is 0.3 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-31,
the ELCR is 9.2 x 10-5 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 10 for all times after 150 years.
The primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.5.1.7 216-B-50 Crib

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49 and Figure C-32, the maximum total dose rate at
the 216-B-50 Crib is 4.37 mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50 and Figure C-33, the
maximum ELCR is.8.5 x 10 5 at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less
than the target risk level of 1.0 x 10. Additionaly, the ELCR under this scenario is within or
less than the CERCLA target risk range of I x 10 to 1 x 104 for all times analyzed. The
primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and radium-226.

Hypothetical Native American Scenario. As shown in Table C-51 and Figure C-34, the
maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-50 Crib to the hypothetical Native American receptor is
38 mremlyr at year 0. As shown in Table C-52 and Figure C-35, the maximum ELCR is
7.2 x 104. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is never less than the target risk range of
1.0 x 104 to I x IOe. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are cesium-137 and
radium-226.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53 and Figure C-36, the maximum total dose
rate at the 216-B-50 Crib is 0.49 mrem/yr at year 50. Based on the RESRAD screening, the dose
rate is never above the target dose rate of 4 mrem/yr. As shown in Table C-54 and Figure C-36,
the ELCR is 1.3 x 104 at year 50. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 10' for all times after 150 years.
The primary contributor to total dose and risk is technetium-99.
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C3.5.1.8 216-B-26 Trench

Industrial Scenario. As shown in Table C-49, the maximum total dose rate at the 216-B-26
Trench is 3.1 x 10- mrem/yr at year 0. As shown in Table C-50, the maximum ELCR is
4.3 mrem/yr at year 0. The ELCR under this exposure scenario is within the target risk range of
1.0 x Ioe to 1.0 x 10-6 only at year 500. The primary contributors to total dose and risk are
cesium-137 and plutonium-239.

Groundwater Protection. As shown in Table C-53, the maximum total dose rate at the
216-B-26 Trench is 360 mrem/yr at year 68. As shown in Table C-54, the ELCR is 1.1 x 10 3 at
year 68. The ELCR is below 1.0 x 10'6 for all time after 150 years. The primary contributor to
total dose and risk is technetium-99.

C3.6 UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS

Several sources of uncertainty affect the overall estimates of ELCR and noncarcinogenic hazards
as presented in this HHRA.

C3.6.1 Uncertainty Associated with Sampling and Analysis

Uncertainties associated with sampling and analysis include the inherent variability (standard
error) in the analysis, representativeness of the samples, sampling errors, and heterogeneity of
the sample matrix. While the quality assurance/quality control program used in conducting the
sampling and analysis reduces errors, it cannot eliminate all errors associated with sampling and
analysis.

C3.6.2 Uncertainty Associated with Exposure Assessment

Future soil EPCs were assumed to be equal to existing soil concentrations. This assumption does
not account for fate and transport processes likely to occur in the future; risk estimates are likely
to be overestimated for future exposure scenarios.

The estimation of exposure requires many assumptions to describe potential exposure situations.
Uncertainties exist regarding the likelihood of exposure, frequency of contact with contaminated
media, the concentration of contaminants at exposure points, and the time period of exposure.
These tend to simplify and approximate actual waste site conditions. In general, these
assumptions are intended to be conservative and yield an overestimate of the true risk or hazard.

The WAC 173-340 default exposure assumptions were conservatively used to estimate the
current and future industrial land-use scenario. It is unlikely that an industrial worker would
work solely at one waste site over a 25-year exposure period. Similarly, it is unlikely that a
Native American would reside at any one of the waste sites evaluated over an entire lifetime.
The default exposure assumptions for the industrial and hypothetical Native American
subsistence land-use scenarios likely overestimate dose and risk at the site.

C3.6.3 Uncertainty Associated with Toxicity Assessment

The toxicological database also was a source of uncertainty. The EPA has outlined some of the
sources of uncertainty in the RA guidance for the Superfund (EPA/540/1-89/002). These sources
may include or result from the extrapolation from high to low doses and from animals to
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humans; the species, gender, age, and strain differences in a toxin's uptake, metabolism, organ
distribution, and target site susceptibility; and the human population's variability with respect to
diet, environment, activity patterns, and cultural factors.

Toxicity values were not available for yttrium, zirconium, 2,3,7-trimethyloctane, 2,6-di-tert-
butyl-p-benzoquinone, 2-(2-ethoxyethoxy)cthanol, 2-methylnaphthalene, 4-chloro-3-
methylphenol, acenaphthylene, atomic sulfur, benzo(ghi)perylene, decamcthylcyclopenta-
siloxane, diacetone alcohol, dodecane, 2,7,10-trimethyl-dodecane, eicosane,
2,6,10,1 5-tetramethyl-heptadecane, hexadecane, pentadecane, tetradecane, tributyl phosphate,
tridecane, undecane, kerosene, hexanal, and general chemical parameters, including chloride,
fluoride, phosphate, sulfate, and total organic carbon. Therefore, these constituents were not
evaluated in the RA. Excluding these constituents potentially could underestimate risk at the
site.

C3.6.4 Uncertainty Associated with Risk Characterization

In the risk characterization, the assumption was made that the total risk of developing cancer
from exposure to site contaminants is the sum of the risk attributed to each individual
contaminant. Likewise, the potential for the development of noncancerous adverse effects is the
sum of the HQs estimated for exposure to each individual contaminant. This approach, in
accordance with EPA guidance, did not account for the possibility that constituents act
synergistically or antagonistically.

C4.0 ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

This section provides the methodology and results of the SLERA for the 200-TW-l and
200-PW-5 analogous waste sites. The SLERA assesses the potential impacts of past releases to
soil on wildlife using the waste sites, assuming the absence of remediation. The objectives of
this SLERA are (1) to evaluate the potential for ecological exposures from these releases and
(2) to identify the likelihood of adverse impacts on wildlife populations that might use the
investigation area. The outcome of this SLERA will be used to determine the environmental
measurements necessary to support the RI/FS process and remedial decision making for these
OUs.

C4.1 INVESTIGATION AREAS

As described in the CSM (Section C.2.4.4), all of the eight analogous waste sites evaluated
contain habitat that wildlife could use.

C4.2 ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE

The EPA, Ecology, and DOE have published guidance documents for performing ERAs. The
procedures used for this ERA are consistent with those described in the following documents:

* EPA/630/R-95/002F, Guidelinesfor Ecological Risk Assessment

* EPA-540-R-97-006, Ecological Risk Assessment Guidancefor Superfund: Process for
Designing and Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments (Interim Final)
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* EPA 91 0-R-97-005, EPA Region 10 Supplemental Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance
for Superfund

* EPA/630/R-92/001, Framework for Ecological Risk Assessment

* DOE/STD- 1153-2002, A Graded Approachfor Evaluating Radiation Doses to Aquatic
and Terrestrial Biota (developed by the Biota Dose Assessment Committee ([BDAC])

* DOE/RL-91-45, Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology

* DOE/RL-2001-54, Central Plateau Ecological Evaluation.

C4.3 OVERVIEW OF THE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT APPROACH

The general approaches for conducting an ERA in accordance with EPA, Ecology, and DOE
guidance are presented in DOE/RL-2001-54. The following subsections summarize the site-
specific framework for the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites with data.

C4.3.1 Nonradionuclides

This ERA is structured in a way that is consistent with both EPA (EPA/540/R-97/006,
EPA/91 0/R-97/005, and EPA/630/R-95/002Fa) and Ecology ERA guidance documents. This
ERA, which uses conservative screening values provided by Ecology (WAC-173-340-900),
corresponds to Steps I (preliminary problem formulation) and 2 (screening) of the EPA guidance
EPA/540/R-97/006). The SLERA (Step 2) intentionally is conservative and serves to eliminate
from further evaluation analytes and waste sites that obviously do not pose a risk to the
environment despite the SLERA's bias toward overestimating risk. The SLERA is used to
determine whether further evaluation (i.e., baseline ecological RA) or remedial actions may be
necessary.

C4.3.2 Radionuclides

The EPA and Ecology guidance documents do not address radionuclides; therefore, the potential
effects of surface residual contamination on terrestrial receptors were evaluated using the
terrestrial radionuclide screening levels presented in DOE-STD-1 153-2002, developed by the
DOE and BDAC. The BDAC has been assisting DOE in developing a technical standard that
provides a graded approach for evaluating radiation doses to biota. The technical standard has
been approved by DOE for assessing the ecological effects of radiological exposure when
conducting ERAs.

DOE's graded approach for evaluating radiation doses to biota consists of a three-step process
designed to guide a user from an initial, conservative general screening to a more rigorous
analysis using site-specific information (if needed) and is consistent with the eight-step EPA
approach for conducting ERAs. DOE recommends the following three-step process:

1. Assembling radionuclide concentration data and knowledge of sources, receptors, and
routes of exposure for the area to be evaluated.

2. Applying a general screening methodology that provides limiting radionuclide
concentration values (i.e., the biota concentration guide [BCG], proposed by the BDAC
in DOE-STD-1 153-2002) in soil.
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3. Ifneeded, conducting risk evaluation through site-specific screening, site-specific
analysis, or an actual site-specific biota dose assessment within an ecological risk
framework, similar to that recommended in EPA/630/R-95/002F.

Any of the steps in the graded approach may be used at any time. To avoid confusion with the
eight-step EPA process, the DOE's steps for evaluating risks posed by radionuclides are referred
to as Levels I through 3 throughout the remainder of this document. These levels roughly
coincide with Step 2 of EPA's process. This SLERA uses Level 1, part of Level 2 (e.g., mean
concentrations), and a simplified Level 3 to assess the risks to wildlife potentially exposed to
radionuclides at the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites.

The BCGs contained in the technical standard guidance include conservative screening
concentrations that are judged to be protective of the most sensitive terrestrial organisms tested
(e.g., small mammals), assuming a dose threshold of 0.1 rad/day. The BCGs were developed
from dose-response relationships for chronic reproductive effects (Jones et al. 2003, "Principles
and Issues in Radiological Ecological Risk Assessment"). Each radionuclide-specific BCG
represents the limiting radionuclide concentration in environmental media (i.e., soil, sediment, or
water) that would not exceed DOE's established or recommended dose standards for biota
protection. Therefore, surface soil concentrations of less than the BCGs are not considered to
pose a threat to terrestrial receptors.

C4.4 ORGANIZATION OF THE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

The remainder of this assessment has been organized into the following subjects to identify the
potential for ecological risk at the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites.

" SLERA: Presents the methodologies and results of the SLERA (Section C4.5).

* Characterization of uncertainty: Identifies uncertainties in the assumptions used to
estimate risk to ecological endpoint species (Section C4.6).

* Evaluation of ecological significance: Discusses the significance of the results of the
SLERA; collectively considers the results of the SLERA in light of the assumptions and
inherent limitations of the analyses (Section C4.7).

. Conclusions/recommendations: Summarizes the conclusions and recommendations
based on the results of the SLERA (Section C4.8).

C4.5 SCREENING-LEVEL ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

This ERA is consistent with the eight-step ERA process developed for the Superfund program in
EPA-540-R-97-006. The process starts with a SLERA, which is considered to follow Steps I
and 2 of the EPA ERA guidance (EPA/630/R-95/002F). The primary purposes of Steps I and 2
are to quickly and efficiently identify analytes and sites with minimal potential for ecological
risk, and to eliminate them from further evaluation. The first step, preliminary problem
formulation, is considered a conservative, qualitative determination of whether ecological
receptors, habitat, and exposure pathways are present at a site. The information provided in
Sections C2.1, C2.2, and C2.4 of this appendix satisfy Step I and indicate that a potential for
complete ecological exposure pathways exists at the five 200-TW-1 and 200-TW-2 Area waste
sites being evaluated in the SLERA. Step 2, ecological risk-based screening, is a conservative
assessment of whether constituents detected at the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste
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sites are present at concentrations that are sufficiently high to indicate a potential for risk at the
waste sites and to support a decision to proceed to a baseline ERA (Steps 3 through 7 of the
eight-step ERA process) or discuss remedial alternatives. Therefore, results of a SLERA are
used to determine which of the following recommendations can be made:

. No further ecological investigations at the waste site

. Continuation of the RA process at the next level (baseline ERA)

. Take a removal or remedial action to address potential risks.

C4.5.1 Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment Methodology

The SLERA process used is as dcscribed in DOE/RL-2001-54. For nonradionuclides, the
SLERA is consistent with EPA's ERA guidance (EPA/540/R-97/006 and EPA/630/R-95/002F)
and the process outlined in WAC 173-340-7493, "Site-Specific Terrestrial Ecological Evaluation
Procedures." The methodology for the radionuclide ecological evaluation follows the process
developed by the BDAC in DOE-STD-1 153-2002. During the SLERA, site media
concentrations are compared to conservative risk-based media concentrations that are anticipated
to be without ecological consequences. These risk-based media concentrations were obtained
from both Ecology (for nonradionuclides) and DOE (for radionuclides) sources.

C4.5.1.1 Nonradionuclides

Under WAC 173-340, a distinction is made between commercial/industrial and all other types of
land use. For a commercial or industrial property, only potential exposure pathways to wildlife
need to be considered (i.e., soil biota and plants are not intended to be protected because of the
site land use), while plants and soil biota must be considered along with wildlife at sites
designated for other land uses. According to WAC 173-340-200, "Definitions," "industrial
properties" are those that are or have been characterized by or are to be committed to traditional
industrial uses such as processing or manufacturing of materials; marine terminal and
transportation areas and facilities; fabrication, assembly, treatment, or distribution of
manufactured products; or storage of bulk materials, that are zoned for industrial use by a city or
county. The 200-TW-l and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites are in an area considered to be
industrial property, which will remain unchanged in the future because of land-use restrictions.
Therefore, each area was screened only against the wildlife screening values provided in
WAC 173-340-900, Table 749-3. These values represent conservative "no observed adverse
effect level" (NOAEL)-based screening levels that are protective of wildlife populations and
include protection for potential chemical exposure through the food chain. Surface soil
concentrations 0 to 3 m (0 to 15 ft bgs) are compared with these wildlife screening values.

C4.5.1.2 Radionuclides

The WAC 173-340-7490 regulations and the screening values presented in WAC 173-340-900,
Table 749-3, address only nonradionuclide chemicals. Because radionuclide chemicals are
present at the Hanford Site, the BCG screening values provided in the DOE-STD-1 153-2002
have been used to screen radionuclides. The default terrestrial wildlife BCGs are soil
concentrations that have been calculated for a hypothetical small mammal and use high-end
exposure assumptions that include, but are not limited to, the following: small body weight, high
ingestion rate compared to body weight, continuous exposure to radiation from all directions,
100% area use, and high incidental soil ingestion rates. The model also assumes that a dose of
0.1 rad/day is protective of ecological populations. This dose is based on preventing effects to
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the most sensitive species tested. Each radionuclide-specific BCG represents the limiting
radionuclide concentration in environmental media that would not exceed DOE's recommended
dose standards for biota. These BCG values represent conservative NOAEL-based screening
levels assumed to be protective of wildlife populations and include protection for potential
radionuclide exposures through the food chain. In addition, because the effects of exposure to
multiple radionuclides can be additive, all radionuclide fractions (maximum concentration/BCG)
have been summed as follows:

Total risk estimate = X (maximum radionuclide concentration/BCG).

If the total risk estimate (sum of all fractions) is less than 1.0, the ecological risk is considered
acceptable and the evaluation for radionuclides is complete. The guidance uses three levels to
evaluate the potential risk to ecological receptors, with the first level being the most
conservative. Level I uses maximum detected concentrations rather than the 95% UCL
recommended by WAC 173-340 regulations for the initial screening. Level 2 uses a screening of
the arithmetic mean concentrations against BCGs. Therefore, in accordance with
DOE-STD-1 153-2002, the maximum and mean radionuclide concentrations have been compared
to their respective BCGs, and all fractions have been summed to determine if the sum is less than
1.0. The following lists outline the primary assumptions used for estimating a BCG at each level
of the SLERA for radionuclides, in accordance with the DOE guidance:

Level I Assumptions

I. Source in soil is infinite (i.e., nondepleting) and terrestrial wildlife are exposed to
unifonn radionuclide doses.

2. Exposed species have infinitely small mass, which results in an overestimation of the
external dose rate for finite-sized organisms.

3. Wildlife species are immersed 100% of the time in the waste site soils.

4. 10% of the total diet for the wildlife species is from incidental ingestion of soil.

5. Initial exposure parameters (e.g., bioaccumulation factors, ingestion rate, etc.) are
specifically chosen to produce very conservative BCGs, and some of these factors may
range over several orders of magnitude, depending on biotic and abiotic features at the
sites (DOE-STD-1 153-2002).

6. The 100% area use factor is applied (i.e., the wildlife species are expected to forage and
reside exclusively at each waste site).

7. Effect limits are based on the protection of the most radiologically sensitive species
tested.

8. Maximum detected surface soil concentration is used in the BCG comparisons.

Level 2 Assumptions

For this SLERA, Level 2 assumptions are the same as Level I assumptions, except that mean
surface soil concentrations are used for the BCG comparisons rather than the maximum detected
concentration (includes all except No. 8 above).

C-35



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Level 3 Assumptions

All of the conservative assumptions are the same as the Level I assumptions, except the
following changes are made to No. 4, part of No. 5, and No. 8:

4. Because the model is based on exposure to small mammals (e.g., mice), the highest
incidental soil ingestion rates for any rodent (2.8%) reported in the Wildlife Exposure
Factors Handbook (EPA 1993) are applied in place of the default value of 10%.

5. Less conservative bioaccumulation factors (i.e., high-end rather than upper bound) from
empirical studies reported in the DOE technical standard are applied. Specifically, the
95'1 percentile animal-to-soil bioaccumulation value (20 for cesium-137) from a kinetic/
allometric method was applied (DOE-STD-1 153-2002; Higley et al. 2003, "A
Probabilistic Approach to Obtaining Limiting Estimates of Radionuclide Concentration
in Biota").

8. As in Level 2, mean surface soil concentrations are used for the BCG comparisons.

Threatened and endangered species are of high concern at the Hanford Site. As mentioned in
Section C2.1.3, two federally protected species have been observed at the Hanford Site: the
Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucoparcia) and the bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus). As migratory birds, these species also are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. Both of these species depend on the habitats along the river corridor for food sources
and are rarely seen in the Central Plateau. No plants, invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, or
mammals are listed by the Federal or Washington State threatened and endangered species
programs. Considering this, exposure of any Federal- or state-listed wildlife species is not likely
to occur in at these analogous sites or at any of the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, or 200-PW-5 waste
sites.

C4.5.2 Analysis and Results

Data collection activities during the RI are discussed in Section 2.0. Samples were collected
from boreholes and were analyzed for volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, inorganics
(metals), total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPHs), general chemistry, and radionuclides. Samples
also were collected for physical properties analysis, and data were validated in accordance with
the project's quality assurance plan. Soil samples were collected during the RI at depths ranging
from 0 to 4.6 m (0 to 15 fl) bgs. All of the samples included in this RA by station identification,
sample identification, depth interval, and date of collection are summarized in Table C-55.
Consistent with EPA recommendations for a SLERA, all chemicals that are detected at least
once in any of the shallow zone soil samples were evaluated in the SLERA. The analyses and
results of the screening are presented separately in the following subsections for
nonradionuclides and radionuclides.

C4.5.2.1 Nonradionuclides

For each analogous waste site evaluated, the lower of the 95% UCL and the maximum detected
concentration for each nonradionuclide constituent was screened against the wildlife screening
values presented in WAC 173-340-900, Table 749-3, to determine if any chemical
concentrations exceeded their respective screening values. The results of this screening for each
representative waste site are presented in Tables C-56 through C-62 and C-70. The results of the
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terrestrial wildlife screening for nonradionuclides at the waste sites were that none of the COPCs
exceeded the screening value.

C4.5.2.2 Radionuclides

For each analogous waste site evaluated, the maximum (Level 1) and mean (Level 2) detected
concentration of each radionuclide were screened against the BCGs proposed by the BDAC
(DOE-STD- 1153-2002). The results of this screening are also presented in Tables C-63
through C-69. The results of the terrestrial wildlife screening for radionuclides at the analogous
waste sites with data (216-B-43, 216-B-44, 216-B-45, 216-B-47, 216-B-48, 216-B-49, and
216-B-50 Cribs and the 216-B-26 Trench) were that none of the radionuclides exceeded the
screening value, except for cesium-I 37 and strontium-90 in the 216B-26 Trench. The maximum
detected concentrations for cesium-137 (529,000 pCi/g) and strontium-90 (974,000 pCi/g)
exceeded the ecological screening value of 20.0 pCi/g, which applies to both radionuclides.

C4.6 CHARACTERIZATION OF UNCERTAINTY

Uncertainties are inherent in all aspects of an ERA. The nature and magnitude of uncertainties
depend on the amount and quality of the data available, the degree of knowledge concerning site
conditions, and the assumptions made to perform the ERA. Uncertainties in ERA methods can
result in either understating or overstating the ecological risks. Risk estimates are subject to
uncertainty from a variety of sources, including the following:

. Sampling, analysis, and data evaluation
* Fate and transport estimation
" Exposure estimation
" Toxicological data.

C4.6.1.1 Sampling, Analysis, and Data Evaluation

Uncertainty associated with sampling and analysis includes the inherent variability (standard
error) in the analysis, representativeness of the samples, sampling errors, and heterogeneity of
the sample matrix. The quality assurance/quality control program used in the investigation
reduces these errors, but it cannot eliminate all errors associated with sampling and analysis.
The degree to which sample collection and analyses reflect real soil concentrations partly
determines the reliability of the risk estimates. Sample data used for the SLERA were generated
from samples collected at known or suspected source areas, rather than randomly. Because
exposure to wildlife is not likely to be limited solely to higher concentration areas, risk estimates for
these areas may be conservatively high.

C4.6.1.2 Fate and Transport Estimation

This SLERA makes simplifying assumptions about the environmental fate and transport of
contaminants of ecological concern; specifically, that no chemical loss or transformation
occurred. This assessment also assumes that the chemical concentrations detected in surface soil
remain constant during the assessed exposure duration. In cases where natural attenuation and
degradation processes are high, the analytical data chosen to represent soil concentrations may
overstate actual long-term exposure levels. For example, this SLERA does not account for the
decay of radionuclides over time; therefore, future exposure and risk from radionuclides at these
waste sites will decrease.

C-37



DOEIRL-2003-64 DRAFT A

C4.6.1.3 Exposure Estimation

The estimation of exposure requires many assumptions to describe potential exposure situations.
Uncertainties exist regarding the likelihood of exposure, frequency of contact with contaminated
media, the concentration of contaminants at exposure points, and the time period of exposure. The
assumptions used tend to simplify and approximate actual site conditions and may overestimate or
underestimate the actual risks. In general, these assumptions are intended to be conservative and
yield an overestimate of the true risk or hazard.

For nonradionuclides, the EPCs used in the exposure assessment were the lower of the 95% UCL
of the mean constituent concentration or the maximum detected concentration. The EPC was
intended to provide a high-end estimate of actual exposure at the site because the potential
receptors are assumed to be exposed to the 95% UCL or maximum detected constituent
concentration for the entire duration of exposure. As the data indicate, constituent
concentrations in many samples were significantly less than the 95% UCL or maximum detected
concentration. The EPCs were assumed to remain constant for the duration of exposure (i.e., the
physical, chemical, or biological processes that could reduce chemical concentrations or changes
in the bioavailability of soil constituents over time have not been factored into the estimate of the
EPCs). Use of this conservative assumption may overestimate exposure to receptor species.

The EPCs used for radionuclides in the SLERA were the mean constituent concentration at each
waste site. Because of the mobility of the potential terrestrial wildlife receptors, sampling at
known or suspected contamination areas, and the lower quality foraging habitats at the
representative waste sites relative to other nearby areas, the mean should be considered as a
conservative exposure concentration for measuring population-level effects. Although the mean
serves as a good indicator of the actual risks to terrestrial wildlife populations, individual
organisms (particularly less mobile organisms) could be exposed to higher concentrations.

Many of the waste sites were originally constructed at depths of 3 m (10 ft) or more and have
subsequently been backfilled with additional clean soil. The depth of the clean material on the
waste sites varies, as identified in Table 2-6 in the FS; however, depths are generally greater than
3 m (10 f) bgs. Data used in this SLERA were collected at soil locations to depths of 4.6 m
(15 f1) bgs. Because most wildlife exposures occur in the upper 0.6 m (2 fl) of soil, the data used
serve as a conservative estimate of exposure and may overstate the actual risks.

For this SLERA, an area use factor was not applied (i.e., wildlife receptors are assumed to reside
and exclusively forage at each investigation area). Because the habitat quality at the waste sites
at the waste sites and most wildlife species are highly mobile, wildlife are unlikely to use only
the waste sites. Use of this conservative assumption likely overestimates exposure to most
potential receptor species.

C4.6.1.4 Toxicological Data

Toxicological data for wildlife often are limited for many contaminants. Most wildlife toxicity
information is generated by laboratory studies with selected test species. These studies
frequently evaluate domestic animals under controlled laboratory conditions, with few tests
involving native wildlife. Basic toxicity information can be extrapolated to native species in the
wild, but consideration must be given to the species involved and specific site conditions. The
standard screening levels used in this SLERA were not calculated for receptor species that could
occur at the waste sites. Depending on whether wildlife species at the site are less or more
sensitive to the contaminants of concern than the default species in Ecology and DOE guidance,
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the actual risk may be overestimated or underestimated. The BCGs in DOE-STD-I 153-2002 are
based on a 0.1 rad/day limit for terrestrial wildlife. This limit is based on the protection of
populations of the most radiosensitive species tested (primarily reptiles and small mammals),
which likely overestimates the risk to most terrestrial wildlife at the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5
analogous waste sites (although some species could be more sensitive to radionuclide exposure).
Also, because some of the constituents detected at the waste sites did not have available
screening levels on which to quantify risks, these constituents could not be evaluated. In general,
most of the constituents that have no available toxicity data are considered less toxic, because
most of the toxicological literature focuses on those constituents considered more toxic to
ecological receptors.

C4.7 EVALUATION OF ECOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE

Step I (preliminary problem formulation) of the ERA process revealed that ecological receptors
and sufficient habitat are present or potentially present at the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 OU
analogous waste sites that were evaluated. The results of Step 2 (ecological risk-based
screening) are provided in Tables C-53 through C-59 and indicate that none of the screening
values have been exceeded, except for cesium-I 37 at the 216-B-26 Trench. Because of the
limited area of the trench, the industrial nature of the surrounding area and the fact that the
contaminants are covered by clean soil, no significant ecological impact will occur.

C4.8 CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

This SLERA assesses the potential impacts on terrestrial wildlife from past releases to soil at the
200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites with data and was conducted in accordance with
EPA, Ecology, and DOE guidance. The resulting characterization of potential risk is expected to
provide enough information that informed decisions can be made about these waste sites. The
primary decision for which the results of the screening ecological RA provide input is whether to
address any areas and site-related constituents at the waste site because of the potential threat to
the environment. Therefore, the results of a SLERA are used to determine which of the
following recommendations can be made:

* No further ecological investigations at the waste site
. Continuation of the RA process at the next level
. Undertake a removal or remedial action.

Based on the nature and extent of constituent concentrations observed during the waste site
investigation, and considering ecosystem characteristics, the following conclusions are made:

. On the basis of considering the background concentrations for metals at the Hanford Site
and the screening levels for nonradionuclides, soil concentrations for nonradionuclides
are not considered high enough to pose unacceptable risk to terrestrial wildlife at any of
the 200-TW-1 and 200-PW-5 analogous waste sites evaluated.

* Radionuclide levels in soil do not exceed available Level I and 2 screening
concentrations for terrestrial wildlife at the analogous sites.
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Figure C-1. Conceptual Exposure Model for the 200-TW-1, 200-TW-2, and 200-PW-5 Operable Units.
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Figure C-2. . RESRAD Analysis for the 216-B-43 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-3. RESRAD Analysis for the 216-B-43 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-4. RESRAD Analysis for the 216-B-43 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-5. RESRAD Analysis for the 216-B-43 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-6. RESRAD Analysis for the 216-13-43 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-7. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-44 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).

DOSE: All Nuclides Summed, Component Pathways
5,0 -- - -*. - - - - --- - .. .-. .-.--. .-. .-.. . -

3.5 -: -

o . .- - .-...

3,5

E
2.0 - -- -

I; -

1.5 - "*I.

1.0 . -- 4. -. -, -

1 10 100 1000
Years

- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~-e- %-P -B e.i -9- W. 4- -W---bf y-a tta-i

DOSE: All Nuclides Summed, All Pathways Summed

4. - - -r r - --- -

4.0-- --

3.5 -- -- - - -- - t

3.0 10 100 10

C1.1

1.0 --

110 100 1000

Years

C-51



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Figure C-8. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-44 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-9. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-44 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-10. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-44 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-11. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-44 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-12. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-45 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C- 13. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-45 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-14. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-45 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-15. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-45 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-16. RESRAD Analysis for 216-13-45 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-17. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-47 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-18. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-47 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-19. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-47 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-20. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-47 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C- 21. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-47 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-22. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-48 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-23. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-48 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-24. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-48 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-25. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-48 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-26. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-48 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-27. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-49 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).

DOSE: Al! Nuclkies Sunmed, Component Pathways

0.9 -

I.r - - - -- - - -- - -,*- r - - - +--

0. --I 1-.i

0.6 -- - - - - - - -

0.5 - - - -- - - - -- - - --

E0.

0.2 - - - - - - - -

0.1

1 10 100 1000

Years

& s..-- -&- f.twWO - aw.a M --x 8 -- -6-W Doi -1 fen. t tqe q.

DOSE, All Nuclides Summed. All Pathways Sumnmd

0.9 - - -- - - -- - - - -- , ,

J
0.8 -+ - - --- - - +

0.5 -- -- 1-..

.4 i

E504 -- A- - ---

0.1 3 --- -- - -t-

0.0
1 10 100 1000

Years

17- mw - -s -- a0s

C-71



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Figure C-28. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-49 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-29. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-49 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-30. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-49 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-3 1. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-49 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Figure C-32. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-50 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-33. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-50 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Direct Contact, Industrial Scenario).
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Figure C-34. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-50 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Dose
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-35. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-50 Crib - All Radionuclides, All Pathways Risk
Estimate (No Cover, Hypothetical Native American Scenario).
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Figure C-36. RESRAD Analysis for 216-B-50 Crib - All Radionuclides, Drinking Water
Pathway Dose and Risk Estimate (No Cover).
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Table C-I. Summary of Samples Used in the Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
Arma of Station ID Sample ID Sample Depth Date Collected Comments
Con cern

216-1-43 299-E33-314 B067Y9 2to5 April 23, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 13015L7 2.5 to 4.5 November 7, 1991 Shallow zone
216-1343 299-E33-315 B06801 3 to 5.5 April 29, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-43 299-133-314 B067Zl 10 to 13 April 23,1992 Shallow zone
216-1-43 299-E33-315 806803 10 to 12.5 April 29, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 B015M3 10.4 to 12.9 November 12, 1999 Shallow zone
216-1143 299-E33-314 1067Z5 IS to 20.5 April 24, 1992 Deep zone
216-8-43 299-E33-296 801SP9 18.5 to 21 November21, 1999 Deep zone
226-B-43 299-E133-315 206809 2010o22.5 April 29, 1992 Deep zone
216-B43 299-E33-296 B015PI 26 to 28.5 December 5, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-314 B067Z3 28 to 30.5 April 24,1992 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-315 B06811 29 to 31.5 April 30, 1992 Deep zone
216-1143 299-E33-296 B01503 56 to 58.5 January 2, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 8015Q5 560 to 58 January 2, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 BO 1SRI 83.5 to 86 January 6, 1992 Deep zone
216-1343 299-133-296 B015R3 108.5 to I I I January 7, 1992 Deepzonc
216-B-43 299-E33-296 B015R9 130.5 to 133 January 14, 1992 Deep zone
216-1-43 299-E33-296 8015i6 157.5 to 160 January20, 1992 Deep zone
216-B43 299-E33-296 B0IS79 188.5 to 191 January 21, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 BOIS81 214 to 216.5 January 22, 1992 Deep zone
216-1-43 299-E33-296 B0IS87 223 to 227.5 January 23, 1992 Deep zone
216-1343 299-E33-314 1067Y9 2 to 5 April 23, 1992 Deep zone
216-B43 299-E33-296 B015L7 2.5 to 4.5 November? ,1991 Deep zone
216-B43 299-E33-315 B06801 3 to 5.5 April 29, 1992 Deep zone
216-B343 299-E33-314 B067Z1 10 to 13 April 23,1992 Deep zone
216-B43 299-E33-315 B06803 10-12.5 April 29, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-43 299-E33-296 B0l5M3 10.4-12.9 November 12,1999 Deepzone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 BOSGI 3 to6 March 25,1992 Shallow zone
216-B44 299-E33-316 BOISDI 3 to 6 March 18, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-44 299-E33-316 BOISD4 3 to 6 March 18,1992 Shallow zone
216-1-44 299-E33-317 BOISJI 3 to6 April 3,1992 Shallowzone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 BOISGS 9 to 11.5 March 25, 1992 Shallow zone
216-1344 299-E33-316 BOISDS 9 to 12 March 18, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B44 299-E33-317 B0I5J3 9 to 11.5 April 3, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 B025G7 19 to 21.5 March 26, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-316 BOISD7 21.5 to 24 March 19,1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-317 1303B4 22 to 24.5 April 8, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 BOISG9 29 to 31.5 March 30, 1992 Deep zone
216-8-44 299-133-316 B01SD9 29 to 31.5 March 19,1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-317 BOISCS 29 to 31.5 April 8, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 BOISGI 3 to6 March25,1992 Deep zone
216-1344 299-E33-316 BOISDI 3to6 March 18,1992 Deep zone
216-B44 299-E33-316 BOISD4 3to6 March 18,1992 Deepzone
216-1-44 299-E33-317 3015J1 3to 6 April 3, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-44 299-E33-297 BO G5 9 to 11.5 March 25, 1992 Deep zone
216-B44 299-E33-316 BOISD5 9 to 12 March 18, 1992 Deep zone
216-B44 299-E33-317 BOSJ3 9 to 11.5 April 3, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 801593 2 to 5 February 28, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-45 299-233-318 15P2 3 o5.5 January 20, 1992 Shallow zone
216-1-45 299-E33-319 B BS35 3to6 March 10, 1992 Shallow zone
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Table C-1. Summary of Samples Used in the Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

Cea rn Station ID Sample ID Sample Depth tle Collected - Comments

216-B-45 299-E33-319 B01SB7 3to6 March 20, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 801S93 10 to 13 February 28, 1992 Shallow zone
216-1-45 299-E33-318 B01500 10 to 12.5 January 20, 1992 Shallow zone
216-8-45 299-E33-319 BOSB9 10 to 13 March 10, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 B02S97 17 to 19.5 March 2, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-318 B02S75 17 to 29 January 22, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-319 BOISB2 17 to 20 March 11, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 301S99 20 to 20.5 March 3, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 8OISB3 27 to 29.5 March 5, 1992 Deep zone
216-B45 299-E33-318 B02S77 27 to 28.5 January 27, 1992 Deep zone
216-845 299-E33-319 BOISCS 27 to 29.5 March12, 2992 Deep zone
216-13-45 299-E33-298 B02S91 2toS February 28, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-318 B015P2 3 to 5.5 January 20,1992 Deep zone
216-1345 299-E33-319 BOISBS 3to6 March 10. 1992 Deepzone
216-B-45 299-E33-319 BO0SB7 3to6 March 20, 1992 Dcepzone
216-B-45 299-E33-298 B01593 10to 13 February 28, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-318 B015Q0 10to 22.5 January20, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-45 299-E33-319 B025B9 lOto 23 March 10, 1992 Deep zone
216-1347 299-E33-320 BOISDS 2.5 to5 April 14,1992 Shallow zone
216-B-47 299-E33-321 B06817 3 to 5.5 May 6, 1992 Shallowzone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B067Z7 3.2 to 5.7 April 27, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-47 299-E33-320 B0S04 11.5 to 14 April 15, 1992 Shallow zone
216-1-47 299-E33-321 B06819 12.5 to 15 May7, 1992 Shallow zone
216-8-47 299-E33-300 B067Z9 13.5 to 16 April 28, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B06800 13.5 to 16 April 28, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-47 299-E33-321 B06825 21 to 23.5 May 22, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B06813 22 to 24.5 May 1, 1992 Deep zone
216-B47 299-E33-320 B067Y5 23 to 25.5 April 26, 1992 Deep zone
216-13-47 299-E33-321 B06827 31 to 33.5 May 12, 3992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B06815 32 to 34.5 May 4, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-320 B067Y7 32.5 to 35 A pril 22, 1992 Deep zone
216-8-47 299-E33-320 DO0ISD8 2.5 to 5 April 14, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-321 B06817 3 to 5.5 May 6, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B067Z7 3.2 to 5.7 April 27,1992 Deep zone
216-8-47 299-E33-320 BOISG4 11.5 to 14 April 15,1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-321 B06819 12.5 to 15 May 7, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B067Z9 13.5 to 16 April 28, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-47 299-E33-300 B06800 13.5 to 16 April 28,1992 Deepzone
216-B48 299-E33-301 BOISFI 2.5 to 5 March 20, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-48 299-E33-322 BOISCI 3 to 5.5 March 1, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-48 299-E33-323 BO ISHI 3 to 5.5 March 31, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-48 299-E33-322 B02SC3 9 to 12.5 March 12, 1992 Shallow zone
216-8-48 299-E33-301 BOISFS 10 to 12.5 March 20, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-48 299-E33-323 BOISH5 10 to 12.5 March 31, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-48 299-E33-322 B02SC7 17.5 to 20 March 13, 1992 Deep zone
226-B48 299-E33-323 301SH7 19 to 21.5 April 1, 1992 Deep zone
216-B48 299-E33-301 802SF7 19.5 to 22 March 23, 1992 Deep zone
216-B48 299-E33-322 BOISC9 28 to 30.5 March 16, 1992 Deep zone
216-B48 299-E33-30 80ISF9 29 to 32 March 25, 1992 Deep zone
226-B-48 299-E33-323 130SH9 29to 32.5 April 2,1992 Deep zone
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Table C-1. Summary of Samples Used in the Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

r Cofer Station ID Sample ID Sample Depth Date Collected Comments

216-B-48 299-E33-323 BOISH11I 3 10 5.5 March 31, 1992 Deep zone
216-B48 299-E33-322 B0SC3 9 to 1.5 March 12,1992 Deep zone
216-1-48 299-E33-301 BOISFS lOlo22.5 March 20,1992 Deep zone
216-B-48 299-E33-323 B0ISHS 10to 12.5 March31,1992 Deepzone
216-B49 299-E33-313 B01583 2 to 4.5 January 23, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B49 299-E33-312 B015L9 2.5 to 5 November 8, 1991 Shallow zone
216-1-49 299-E33-302 B00X67 3 to 5.5 July 25, 1991 Shallow zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B00X69 8.5 to Il July 25, 1991 Shallow zone
216-B49 299-E33-313 B01585 91011.5 January 24, 1992 Shallow zone
216-B-49 299-E33-312 B015MI 10 to 12.5 November 11, 1999 Shallowzone
216-B-49 299-E33-313 B01S89 16.5 to 19 January 27, 1992 Deep zone
216-B49 299-E33-302 B00X75 17 to 20 August 6, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-312 B015M9 17 to 19.5 November 14, 1999 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B00XB7 25 to 27.5 September 6. 1991 Deep zone
216-B49 299-E33-312 B015M7 27 to 29.5 November 20, 1999 Deep zone
216-8-49 299-E33-313 30IS95 27 to 29.5 March 2, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B00X76 46.5 1o 49 September 19, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 BOOXDS 75 to 77.5 September 25, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B015G3 104.5 to 107 September 30, 1991 Deep zone
216-B49 299-E33-302 B015HS 135to137.5 October9. 1991 Deepzone
216-1-49 299-E33-302 DOISKI 162 to 164.5 October 22, 1999 Deep zone
216-8-49 299-E33-302 B015K7 190.5 to 193 October 25,1999 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B015K9 217 to 219.5 November 4, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-313 B02583 2 to 4.5 January 23, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-312 B015L9 2.5 to 5 November 8, 1991 Deep zone
216-1-49 299-E33-302 B00X67 3 to 5.5 July 25, 1991 Dep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-302 B00X69 8.51011 July25,1991 Deep zone
216-1-49 299-E33-313 B01585 9 to 11.5 January 24, 1992 Deep zone
216-B-49 299-E33-312 B015MI 10to 12.5 November11, 1999 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-303 B015GS 3.5 to 6 October 2. 1991 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-309 1015117 3.5 to 6 October 17,1999 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 BO15LI 4.6 to7 November4,1991 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 B01513 9.8 to 11.8 November 4, 1991 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-309 13015J9 11 to 15 October 17, 1999 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-303 B015G7 12 to 16 October 2. 1991 Shallow zone
216-B-50 299-E33-303 801539 15.5 to 17.5 October 4, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 BO5LS 15.7t0 17.8 November 6, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-309 B015K3 19 to 20.5 October 22, 1999 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 B015MS 26.5 to 29 November 12, 1999 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-303 80151-13 28 to 30.5 October 9, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-309 B015K5 28 to 30.5 October23, 1999 Deepzone
216-8-50 299-E33-309 B015H7 3.5 to6 October 17,1999 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 B0ISLI 4.6 to7 November4, 1991 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-308 B01513 9.8 to 11.8 November 4,1991 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-309 B0 15.9 1I to 15 October 17,1 999 Deep zone
216-B-50 299-E33-303 B015G7 12to 16 October 2, 1991 Deep zone
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Table C-2. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-E-43 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Conukuet onitunt - Numberof Nwnd cr Minimum Maximum Mamum Maxinm AwW 95%UCI. 95%UCI-
Chs -Name s p 'r 1i Noncklecled Nofltd Deteed Ddected Dnd e IPgmnidl Normal El'C PCOa-s-Sa cs offlitts e Relt . Resdt -Re.lt Rtvil Husuft ReMIt Re't

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 3 3 1O%!. - - 3.330 4.530 3,980 5,601 5,002 4.530 Maxdetect

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 5 5 100/. - - 1.6 2.3 1.9 2.2 2.2 2.2 Lognormal

METAL Barium mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 53 101 67 92 86 92 I.ognrmal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 5 3 6W. 0.31 0.36 0.35 0.42 0.31 063 0.43 0.42 Max detect

METAL Calcium mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 6.220 11,400 7,936 10.335 9.865 10,335 laognormil
METAL Chromium mg/kg 5 4 80% 4.9 4.9 5.8 7.1 5.8 11 7.6 7.1 Max detect

METAL Cobalt mkg 5 3 60% 8.2 8.7 6.2 8.8 6.3 9.7 8.2 8.2 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 9.5 16 12 15 14 15 Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 10.300 15.900 12.640 15.239 14.761 15,239 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 4 4 100% - - 3.4 4.9 4.1 5.6 5.0 4.9 Max detect

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 2.750 3,800 3.250 3.711 3.641 3.641 Normal

METAL Manganese mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 219 264 240 261 259 259 Normal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 5.7 8.3 7.2 8.3 8.1 8.1 Normal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 5 4 8O%/ 993 995 952 1,200 949 1,503 1.208 1.200 Max detect

METAL Silver mg/kg 5 1 20% 1.6 2.1 2.5 2.3 1.2 2.4 1.9 2.4 Lognormal

METAL Sodium mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 147 441 262 540 385 441 Mas detect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 5 4 80% 23 23 Is 29 21 33 27 27 Normal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 23 32 27 31 31 31 Normal

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.28 2.8 1.4 8.4 2.3 2.8 MNXdetect

RADD Gross alpha pCIg 6 5 83% 5.0 5.0 4.7 7.8 5.2 7.9 6.6 6.6 Normal

RADD Grossbeta pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 24 44 34 45 42 42 Normal

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 6 I 17% 0.010 0.060 0.036 0.036 0.019 0.064 0029 0.029 Normal

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 6 1 17% 0.010 0.030 0.020 0.020 0.010 0,024 0.015 0.015 Normal

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 12 13 13 13 13 13 Normal

RADD Radium-226 pCilg 6 6 100% - - 0.79 1.3 0.99 1.1 1.1 1.1 Lognormal

RADD Strontiurm-90 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.11 2.8 0.73 6.1 16 2.8 Max detect

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 6 I 17%. 1.0 2.0 1.1 1.1 0.68 1.0 0.92 0.92 Norma

RADD Thorium.228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 00068 00088 0.0080 00088 0.0087 0.0087 Normal

SVOA Bis(2.elhylhexyl) mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.33 0.35 0.057 0.057 0.15 0.32 0.20 0.057 Max detect
phthalate

SVOA Di-ri-butylphthalate mg/kg 5 3 20% 0.33 0.35 0.055 0.055 0.15 0.33 0.20 0.055 Mac detect
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Table C-2. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-43 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
Mrinum taxiault Mtwinalm :Mmlinum Aragp 95%UCL 95%UCL

Com____ -C06111I U Numblwor_ _ 'N_ haluc Nonded Nandetmu i Defcted Dntae. Detted Lownrmal Normal Fir EPC IIJa
S .name Sanws ' n Dedan - -. Nc-de~ . - Illk s R A.d R k-

SVOA Pentachlorophenot mg/kg S 1 20% 1.7 1.8 0.15 0.15 0.73 4.1 1.0 0.15 Max detect

VOA Acetone mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.0080 0.010 0.082 0.082 0.020 0.96 0.053 0.082 Max detect

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.0040 0.0060 0.031 0.031 0.0082 0.18 0.020 0.031 Max detect

LiPC
RA DD
SVOA
UCL
VOA

- exposure point concentraIson.
- decayed radiological.
- semi-volatile organic analyte.
- upper confidence limit.
- volatile organic analyte.

Table C-3. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-44 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
'u- - Mnmm Maximujm Minutm Mairmot AMuae 95%1C 9% -.

Constiken Consalueng -b .mb Froeuix ,niDid > M I I am lni EC ~ Ce
Class Nam u dDets Dsatik'n Roak Itasukl . Rult Pankf RN.k RSI RuuCd

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.760 5,680 4,363 5.004 4.942 5.004 Lognormat

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.1 2.2 1.9 2.5 2.2 2.2 Maxdctect

METAL Barium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - SI 80 63 72 71 72 Lognormat

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 0.23 0.45 0J4 0.46 0.42 0.42 Normal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.200 10,700 7.590 9.140 8.947 9,140 Lognormal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 4.6 7.4 5.5 6.5 6.3 6.5 Lognormt lU

METAL CobaIt mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.7 10 7.8 9.0 8.9 9.0 Lognormal

METAL Coppr mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 8.9 14 11 13 13 13 Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 11.400 15.800 13,367 14.848 14.679 14.848 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.0 5.3 3.8 4.6 4.5 4.6 Ignormial

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.780 3,990 3.210 3.612 3.572 3.612 Lognormal

METAL Manganese mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 216 310 254 286 282 286 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 4.2 9.0 7.3 10 9.0 9.0 Mandetect

METAL Potassium mg/kg 6 6 00% -- - 733 1380 987 1.196 1,61 1,196 Lognormal

METAL Silver mg/kg 6 1 17% 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.4 1.1 1.8 1.6 1.8 Lognormal

METAL Sodium tg/kg 6 6 l00w. - - 120 250 i85 248 227 249 Lognormat

METAL Uranium mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.50 1.0 1.5 1.5 0.55 1.4 0.94 1.4 Lognormal

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 6 6 200% - - 20 28 23 26 26 26 1gnormal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 24 34 28 31 31 31 Lognormal
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Table C-3. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-13-44 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Cnstitunt - CoM nt Nunte Nun&r I Ntininm Maxinwjm n flnMinmum Maxim m Aimrg 95%10. 95%C -

Cit Nanee .Uue ofS mrn uoterts Imoiny NoqdCtwod NontkMctd Ddvcd Dmed. Ikodal Logwrno Nonnmi FN' F.PRos
mRIIlt RMIklt Rcmlt .Regdt Rluit Resat Rewlt

RADOD Cesium-137 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.25 3.7 1.6 12 2.7 3.7 Max detect

RADD Grossalpha pCVg 6 6 100% - - 5.3 15 8.2 12 11 12 Lognormal

RADD Grosabeta pCVg 6 6 100% - - 28 48 35 41 41 41 Lognormal

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 6 3 7% 0 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.0058 0.0078 0.0075 0.0075 Normal

RAD-D Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 12 13 13 13 13 13 Normal

RADD Radium-226 pCL/g 6 6 100% - - 0.70 1.3 3.0 1.3 1.2 1.2 Normal

RADD Strontium-90 pCig 6 6 100% - - 0.090 1.7 0.55 3.3 1.0 1.7 Maxdetect

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0,0077 0.010 0.0089 0.0098 0.0097 0.0097 Normal

SVOA 2-chloronaphthalcne mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.34 0.38 0.065 0.074 0.14 0.27 0.19 0.074 Max detect

SVOA Bcnroic acid mg/kg 4 2 25% 1.6 1.9 0.058 0.058 0.66 13.589 3.3 0.058 Max detect

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhexyl) 6 1 17% 0.075 0.38 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.37 0.19 0.12 Max detect
pithalate mg/kg I

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 6 3 17% 0.062 0.38 0.062 0.062 0.13 0.45 0.19 0.062 Max detect

SVOA Phenol mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.33 0.38 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.12 Max detect

VOA Methylenechloride mg/kg 6 3 17% 00080 0.019 0.022 0.022 0.0093 0.020 0015 0.020 Lognormal

VOA Toluene mgrkg 6 I 17% 0.0050 0.0060 0.0040 0.0040 0.0028 0.0034 00033 00034 Lognormal

EPC - cxposure point concentration.
RAD D - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
UCL - upperconfidencelimit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.
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Table C-4. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-45 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
Mnimum Manum .NhtmM m Maximum AvWWge 95%U . 95% 'COMOKKItut ConOOLUCsIN Number NumI -Jc equns emn NcIn Noodetaeoed Deaed- Dekand Dterted Logwnal Normal EPC EPC BasCIM N4m" of am xq& (Dd s Det n -Relad Re asuk ul nit Rmult RIInkN Result -

GENCH Nitrate mg/kg I I 100% - - 5.9 5.9 5.9 - - 5.9 Max detect

GENCH Sulfate mg/kg I I 100% - - 8.7 8.7 8.7 - - 8.7 Max detect

GENOR Totalorganiccarbon mg/kg I I 100% - - 92 92 92 - - 92 Maxdetect

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 3,520 7,130 4,790 5.979 5,780 5,979 Lognormal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 1.3 2.2 1.8 2.1 2.0 2.0 Normal

METAL Barium mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 55 77 64 69 69 69 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 7 6 86% 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.73 0.36 0.74 0.50 0.73 Maxdetect

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 7 3 43% 0.60 0.63 0.80 1.3 0.63 IA 0.95 0.95 Normal

METAL Calcium mg/lg 7 7 100% - - 4,920 9.060 6.660 7,890 7.686 7.890 Lognormal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 7 5 71% 4.7 6.8 4.4 12 6.2 12 8.7 12 Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 7 7 100". - - 5.4 13 8.0 10 9.8 10 Lognormal

METAL Copper mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 9.1 15 1I 13 13 13 Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 10.100 24.700 15,129 19.528 18,667 19.528 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 3.1 28 7.3 18 14 Is Lognormal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 2,400 3.270 3,527 4.437 4,254 4,437 Lognormat

METAL Manganese mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 196 368 259 304 299 304 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 7 6 86% 3.8 3.8 5.7 12 7.0 14 9.3 9.3 Normal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 684 1,320 931 1.089 1.071 1,089 Lognormal

METAL Silver mg/kg 7 2 29% 0.14 0.85 1.6 1.7 0.72 4.6 1.2 1.7 Maxdetect

METAL Sodium mg/kg 7 6 86% 133 133 138 436 238 529 333 333 Normal

METAL Thallium mg/kg 7 1 14% 0.38 0.42 0.11 0.11 0.19 0.24 0.22 0.3 Maxdetect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 17 47 29 41 37 41 Lognormal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 21 46 31 38 37 38 Lognormal

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 7 6 86% 0.20 0.20 0.099 2.5 0.53 2.9 1.2 2.5 Max detect

RADD Gross alpha pCi/g 7 7 100% - - 1.9 15 8.6 20 12 12 Normal

RADD Gross bets pCi/g 7 7 100% - - 2.8 39 29 140 38 38 Normal

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 6 1 17% 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.0058 0.0078 0.0075 0.0075 Normal

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 1I 33 12 12 12 12 Lognormal

RAD D Radium-226 pCi/g 6 3 83% 0.60 0.60 0.67 0.82 067 1.0 0.82 0.82 Max detect

RAD_3 Sxrontium-90 pCi/g 7 7 200% - - 0.20 1.3 0.47 1.0 0.75 1.0 LognormaI
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Table C-4. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-8-45 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Constituent C itan - Number Nutx F'o Mlinimim Mlximum Mirilmum MAXinwm Awvrg 95%UCC. 95%UCI - -
C INn - No Uuri s Nuer Deteyon Nonmkicid Nonddected Ddtctd Detied Detected 1Ivnxnnl Normal EPC FTC Rot

-amp. of Dett Ddccin Result Result Resukl Rult ResWt Resuk Result

RADD Technelium-99 pCi/g 7 3 14% 0.90 70 1.0 1.0 5.5 124 15 1.0 Mandc(ect

RADJD Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100%. - - 0.0069 0.0086 00078 0.0085 0.0084 0.0084 Normal

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhexyl) mg/kg 5 3 60. 0.35 0.35 0.021 0.073 0096 1.00 0.17 0.073 Max detect
phthalate

SVOA Diethylphthatale mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.34 0.35 0.014 0.014 0.14 4.2 0.21 0.014 Max detect

SVOA flexadecanoic acid mg/kg I I I00% - - 0.19 0.19 0.19 - - 0.19 Max detect

,04 (93) 0. 30

VOA Toluene mg/kg 5 3 60% 0.0050 0.0050 00010 0.0030 0.0024 00048 0.0032 0.0030 Maxdctt

EPC - exposure point concentrrnion.
GENCli - general chemical.
GENOR - general organic.
RAD D - decayed radiological.
SVOA - seni-volatile organic anaotye.
UCL - upper confidence limit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-5. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-47 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
onItuen CoIstI.,ent Nuor NurtX- rO N 3inimtN MNadnum MlnIHuinI Mainmm Average 95%UCL 95%C'

Conttuent Co.Nament 1t; n Noncklctd Nondueeted Dtxted Ddcted !kflded Lkpwg nal Normal FIC FPC hat
CorS N -Samp ofDlats Dal'n - Resid Resj Result . flew Ru A: Result Result

METAL Aluminum mgkg 6 6 100% - - 3,300 4.950 4,268 4,830 4,718 4,718 Normal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 6 6 100% - - .7 2.6 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.3 Lognormal

METAL Barium mg/kg 6 6 100. - - 52 77 67 77 75 75 Normal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 6 3 50% 0.20 0.39 0.26 0.30 0.22 0.36 0.28 0.28 Normal

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.78 0.83 1.1 1.3 0.67 1.A 1.0 1.0 Normal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 6 6 100/. - - 5,990 9.690 7.267 8.536 8,371 8.536 Lognormal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 5.3 9.6 7.2 9.0 8.6 9.0 Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 6 4 67% 10 10 7.3 8.0 6.9 8.5 8.0 8.0 Maxdctect

METAL Copper mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 11 13 11 12 12 12 Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 11,800 15.400 13.100 14.578 14,435 14,578 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.0 5.8 3.9 5.0 4.8 5.0 Lognormal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 6 6 100/. - - 2.970 3.490 3,267 3.521 3.490 3.490 Mnxtetecl

METAL Manganese mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 220 282 247 268 266 26R Lognormal
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Table C-5. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-47 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
- C elV Minimum Maxivaum Minitm- Maximum Aerage 95%UCL 95%1'

(IO Name orSanpk ofDects D1raniiin Nosdkedpl Nondianeed Dead Deected DVastnd IoiwnmrrI Nonal FPC EPCkt1d1
Ralt Reult Resut . Rcult- ReMt Refit RIktit

METAL Nickel mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.8 14 3.7 33 11 II Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg&g 6 6 100% - - 726 11,600 2.814 18,655 6.360 11.600 Maxdetect
METAL Sodium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 1I1 238 194 319 258 258 Normal

METAL Uranium mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.50 8.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 10 2.3 1.1 Max detect

METAL Vanadium mg&ikg 6 6 100% - - 17 29 23 28 27 27 Norma?

METAL Zinc mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 25 32 28 31 30 30 Normal

PEST Dichlorodiphcnyl-tri mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.032 0.034 0.011 0.011 0.016 0.019 0.018 0.011 Max detect
chlowocthane

RADD Cesiumn137 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.59 53 10 1,844 28 53 Max detect

RADD Gross alpha pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 4.7 9.4 7.6 9.7 3.9 8.9 Normal

RADD Cros beta pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 31 54 42 52 49 52 Lognormal

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 11 155 36 265 84 155 Mandctect

RADD Radium.226 pCi/g 6 5 83% 0.70 0.70 0.57 to 2.4 33 5.6 10 Maxdetect

RADVD Strontium-90 pC/g 6 6 100% - - 0.17 6.9 1.5 57 3.7 6.9 Maxdetect

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.0077 0.13 0.030 0.28 0.072 0.13 Maxdetect

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhexyl) mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.33 0.35 0.081 0.27 0.17 0.26 0.22 0.22 Normal
phthalate

SVOA Di-n-butylphrhalate mg/kg 6 3 17% 0.33 0.36 0.037 0.037 0.15 0.37 0.39 0.037 Maxdctect

SVOA Pentachlorophenol mg/kg 6 2 33% 1.6 1.8 0.059 0.15 0.60 11 0.92 0.35 Max detect

VOA Toluene mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.0050 0.0060 0.0010 0.0010 0.0023 0.0037 0.0029 0.0020 Max detect

EPC
PEST
RADD
sVOA
UCL
VOA

- exposure point concentration.
- pesticide.
- decayed radiological.
- semi-volatile organic analyte.
- upperconidencelimit.
- volatile organic analyte.
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Table C-6. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-48 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)
- -- Minimum Maximum Minimumt Mainnum Asnrag 95%UC1a 95%1XIr

Contthuent co(thnufft Numkwr Numr rm,(ncyo Nonpited Nomda-til Ddctcd rkmtd kltd le Normd ENC EICfais
(laCs Name ofSamp ofDnects Dctt1lon Rnflt Renil Rnult RIft Xeom,? Rsuit Rndt

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 6 6 10(% - - 3,910 6,590 4.742 5.695 5.566 5.695 Lagnormal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 10 2.1 1.8 2.3 2.1 2.1 Normal

METAL Barium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 56 86 67 76 75 76 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 6 4 67% 0.20 0.38 0.23 0.44 0.28 0.57 0.38 0.32 Normal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 4,650 7.960 6.237 8.095 7.550 7,550 Normal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.1 9.8 6.7 8.4 8.1 8.4 Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 6 5 83% 9.1 9.1 6.6 11 7.5 9.9 9.1 9.1 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 8'9 12 10 11 11 11 Normal

METAL Irou mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 11,600 19.100 14.200 16,849 16,470 16,849 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 6 6 10c% - - 2.9 5.4 4.4 5.5 5.1 5.1 Normal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.850 3.950 3.377 3.756 3.709 3.756 Lognormal

METAL Manganese mg/kg 6 6 100%. - - 226 325 259 292 289 292 Lognormal

METAL Nickcl mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.2 17 10.0 15 13 15 Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 886 1.470 1.095 1.335 1.293 1.335 Lognormal

METAL Sodium mg/kg 6 6 100. - - 100 249 185 283 237 237 Normal

METAL Uranium mg/kg 6 3 50% 0.50 0.70 13 2.5 1.0 7.5 1. 2.5 Max detect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 20 40 27 35 33 35 Lgnonnt

METAL Zinc mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 26 38 30 34 34 34 Lognormal

PEST Dichlorodiphenyltri mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.032 0.034 0.0062 0.0062 0.015 0.023 0.018 0.0062 Ma detect
chloroethane

RADID Cesium-137 pCg 6 6 100% - - 0.14 2.8 1.1 25 2.0 28 Maxdtecl

RADID Gross alpha pCi/g 6 5 83% 3.0 3.0 4.7 7.8 5.9 Is 7.9 7.8 Max dctet

RADI Gross beta pC/g 6 6 1W. - - 30 66 39 52 50 52 Lognormal

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 10 16 14 15 15 15 Normal

RADID Radium-226 pCig 6 5 83% 0.50 0.50 0.65 16 1.1 32 1.5 1.5 Nonnal
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Table C-6. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-48 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

C"tvuent -maa . hlul. Nulifir Minimum Maknum. hu"jm Maxium Aanpi 9%U 95%CL %% UCL
- at Nuic - Ormpeefectis Detin Nanddecti Nurddkttel Ddlecd Doovted Odalted Logricrinal NoraW E'FPC EPCW d

Rellt Result Heat emt" Rewak ReSult Reilt -

RADJ) Strontium-90 pci/g 6 6 100% - - 0.16 9.8 1.9 129 5.1 9.8 Max detect
RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.0074 0.013 0.010 0.013 0.012 0.012 Normal
SVOA Bis(2-cthylexyl) mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.34 0.56 0.10 0.28 0.20 0.31 0.26 0.26 Normal

phthalate

VOA Toluene mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.0050 0.0060 0.0010 0.0010 0.0021 0.0040 00028 0.0010 Max detect
EPC - exposure point concentration.
PEST - pesticide.
RADD - decayed radiological.
SVoA - semi-volatilc organic analyte.
UCL - upper confidence limit
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-7. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-B-49 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

C o nl-a Ntof limb N gntxy M iN-n n i M nkumjn M N r mnm Ia dnium A v tse 95% tC L 95%
U1; rS Nuud cctd Sandabted Dekestel :Dieted Dtected lpIgnwral Normal EPC EPCdsi

-J~e ~ PAM* -D-i-Ret WesWIr He Rea R ad H414t- ReAMI -

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.090 5.600 3.922 5.138 4.952 5.138 Lognormal
METAL Arsenic mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 1.2 4.1 1.8 3.2 2.8 3.2 Lognormal

METAL Barium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 47 66 55 62 61 62 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 0.26 0.44 0.32 0.41 0.39 0.41 Lognormal

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.59 0.80 0.89 0.89 0.43 0.68 0.62 0.68 Lognormal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 6 6 1000% - - 5,890 7.610 6.587 7.247 7.179 7.179 Normal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 3.8 12 6.3 11 9.0 II Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 5.2 11 7.0 10.0 9.1 10.0 Lognormal
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Table C-7. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-13-49 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Cbrwltucut Qnnitutlt Nunrr Nurter FcqucytK ~ hinlim Maxin Milmum - m m Maxinm Ansrep 95'.%UL 95.% l.
OAt Name ofSamtl>k ofIts [ci. lulion Nondeclcd Nonddected Dtted Dct(tdd icend L ogino, I Nonnal EC EPCRasis

___Rmik - ult ReIt RcRlt h Irizlt Rmult .- -

METAL Copper mg/kg 6 6 100% - - .3 77 2! 84 44 77 Max dctect

METAL Iron mg/kg 6 6 10&. - - 8,820 19.800 12.523 18,646 16.598 18,646 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 6 6 1001. - - 2.0 7.7 4.0 7.0 5.7 7.0 Lognormal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2,370 3.980 2,993 3.805 3.628 3.805 lAgnormul

METAL Mangancse mgfkg 6 6 100. - - 182 312 231 285 274 285 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 6 6 t00% - - 4.9 11 7.0 9.9 9.0 9.9 Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 732 1.160 936 1.104 1.070 1,070 Normal

METAL Silver mg/kg 4 2 50% 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.8 1.2 5.8 1.8 1.8 Max detect

METAL Sodium mg/kg 6 6 100/ - - 108 316 199 306 259 306 Lognormal

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 12 43 24 52 36 43 Ma detect 0

METAL Zinc mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 19 38 26 36 33 36 Lognormal

RADID Cesium-137 pCi/g 6 4 67% 0.91 1.6 0.068 1.5 0.58 6.2 .0 1.5 Maxdete1

RADD Cross alpha pCi/g 6 4 67% 5.9 6.4 2.1 7.3 40 66 5.5 6.6 Lognormal 0

RADD Gross beta pCi/g 6 2 33% 27 62 32 64 32 60 46 60 L.ognormal I

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - to 14 12 13 13 13 Lognormal

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 6 5 83% 080 0.80 0.64 0.76 0.65 0.82 0.75 0.75 Normal

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 6 4 67% 2.4 15 1.2 8.1 4.5 25 7.2 7.2 Normal

RADED Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.0060 0.0071 0.0065 0.0069 0.0069 0.0069 Lognormal

SVOA flis(2-ethythcxyl) mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.34 0.34 0.068 0.071 0.14 0.24 0.18 0.071 Max dect
phihalate I

SVOA Di-n-butyphthalate mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.34 0.82 2.1 3.1 1.0 31 2.1 3.1 Max detect

VOA Acetone mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.010 0.013 0.018 0.059 0.016 0.12 0.034 0.059 Max detect

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.0050 00080 0.023 0.026 0.010 0.089 0.019 0.026 Max detect

EPC - exposure point concentraton.
RAD D - decayed ndiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
UCL - upper confidence limit
VOA - volatile organic analyte.
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Table C-8. Summary of Statistics for Shallow Zone Soils from 216-8-50 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

cconsi s his, c Nu __ mwer Iuwner F % ftl ~linmum Nitaum &nhim Maxnim Amwge 95%UC. 9%UC l

C. Name U san dDc N l*"d eal D m NWMW EPC E CBank

METAL Aluminum mgkg 6 6 100% - - 3.890 4.630 4.183 4.437 4,420 4.437 Lognormal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 6 6 100%. - - 1.0 1.8 1.6 2.0 1.8 1.8 Maxdetect

METAL Barium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 60 71 64 67 67 67 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 0.28 0.44 0.35 0.41 0.40 0.41 L.ognormal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 6 6 10Cr - - 4.180 7,850 6,433 8,165 7.605 7,605 Normal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6 6 00% - - 4.5 6.8 5.5 6.3 6.2 6.3 Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.2 7.7 7.0 7.6 7.5 7.5 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 9.1 12 10 11 I I Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 6 6 10&Y% - - 11,200 14.500 12,617 13,867 13.737 13.737 Normal

METAL Lead mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.7 4.6 3.7 4.5 4.3 4.3 Normal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2,900 3.380 3.117 3.273 3.262 3.273 Lognormal

METAL Manganese mg/kg 6 6 100/6 - - 219 283 253 273 270 270 Normal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 5.6 9.0 7.4 8.8 8.4 8.4 Normal

METAL Potassium mg/k 6 4 67% 905 1.000 975 1,450 925 1.652 2.241 1.241 Normal

METAL Sodium mg/k; 6 6 100% - - 94 275 182 272 232 232 Normal

METAL Uranium mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.30 0.80 1.6 1.6 0.49 1.8 0.94 1.6 Maxdetect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 16 27 21 26 25 25 Normal

METAL Zinc mg/kt 6 6 100% - - 24 32 27 29 29 29 Lognormal

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/; 6 6 100% - - 0.39 3.7 1.3 5.0 2.3 3.7 Maxdetect

RADD Grossalpha pCi/g 6 5 83% 4.0 4.0 0.92 12 6.0 47 9.6 9.6 Normal

RADOD Grossbeta pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 12 49 32 59 42 42 Normal

RAD D Plutonium-238 pCi/g 6 I 7% 0.010 0.030 0.0091 0.0091 0.0082 0.014 0.011 0.0091 Max detect

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 10.0 13 12 13 13 13 Normal

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 6 5 83% 0.60 0.60 0.64 1.1 0.13 1.6 1.1 1.1 Normal

RADOD Strontium-90 pCi/; 6 3 50% 0.10 0.31 0.097 0.24 0.13 0.27 0.18 0.24 Max detect

RAD D Technetium-99 pCi/g 6 1 17% 0.70 1.1 1.7 3.7 0.68 1.4 1.1 1.4 Lognormal

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/; 6 6 100/. - - 0.0062 0.0087 0.0075 0.0085 0.0083 0.0083 Normal

SVOA Di-n-butylphthslate mg/kg 2 2 100. - - 0.082 0.79 0.44 3.33E+14 2.7 0.79 Max detect

EPC - exposure point concentration.
RADD - decayed radiological.
UCL - upper confidence limit
SVOA - semni-volatileorganicanalyte.
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Table C-9. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Sails from 216-1B-43 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
- - . -..- -95%

. Cas Cnsit t umbcr umber requency Mininium Maximum linimum laximum Average 95% UCI. 9c%.
c:Is.nn Co-Nsmct

1ilt. ono - *ondeterced Nondctccted Detected Detected Detected f.ognormal Noral C EPC Raxds
amples Otecti Detection Result Result Ieull Reult Result Result Ru I

3ENCHI yanide mg/kg Is 5 28% 1.0 1.2 0.80 2.9 0.86 1.1 1.1 1.1 ognormal

,ENCII itrate mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 266 565 421 1.674 674 565 lax dettl

3ENCII qitrite mg/kg 3 3 t00% - - 7.0 48 33 2.24E+06 71 48 lax detect

GENCII Phosphate mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 4.1 20 10 3.543 24 20 Max detect

GENCH Sulfate mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 127 200 166 299 228 200 Maxdctect

GENOR Total organic carbon mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 47 106 71 369 124 106 Max detect

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 1.990 10.300 5,035 6,711 6.262 6.711 i.ognormal

METAL Antimony mg/kg Is 1 6% 2.8 11 5.8 5.8 2.8 3.3 3.3 3.3 Lognormal

METAL Arsenic mgkg 28 18 00% - - 0.54 2.9 1.9 2.3 2.1 2.1 Normal

METAL Barium mg/kg 18 Ia 100% - - 33 101 60 68 67 68 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg Is 15 83% 0.21 0.36 0.22 0.42 0.29 0.33 0.32 0.32 Normal

METAL Bismuth mg/kg 3 2 67% 0.22 0.22 069 1.2 0.68 2.38E+06 1.6 1.2 Max detect

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 18 7 39% 0.61 0.83 0.50 1.8 0,61 0.82 0.80 0.82 Ilgnormal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 18 18 100% - - 4.240 11.400 6,707 7,540 7.436 7,540 lognormal
METAL Chromium mg/kg 1 17 94% 4.9 4.9 1.7 119 14 19 25 19 l.ognormtd

METAL Cobalt mg/kg Is 16 89% 8.2 8.7 3.2 88 6.0 6.9 6.7 6.7 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 18 17 94% 9.8 9.8 5.5 19 11 13 13 13 Normal

METAL Iron mg/kg is Is 100% - - 5.020 20.600 12,562 14.772 14.188 14.188 Normal

METAL Lead mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 2.2 6.2 3.8 4.3 4.2 4.3 l.ognormal
METAL Magnesium mg/kg 18 1S 100%/ - - 1.480 24.200 4,469 5.489 6,517 5.489 lognormal

METAL Manganese mg/kg is 18 100% - - 119 294 231 252 247 247 Normal

METAL Mercury mg/kg 1 5 28% 0.050 0.050 0.030 0.18 0.043 0.054 0.061 0.054 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg/kg Is is 100% - - 5.7 67 12 13 is 15 Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg/kg Is 17 94% 995 995 502 2,470 857 996 969 996 Lognormal

METAL Silver mg/kg 18 6 33% 0.13 2.1 1.1 2.5 0.88 2.4 1.1 1.1 Normal

METAL Sodium mg/kg 18 17 94% 131 131 147 6.010 1.545 4,629 2.271 4.629 Igiormal

METAL nTallium mg/kg 18 I 6% 0.060 0.42 0.12 0.11 0.18 0.26 0.20 0.11 Max detect

METAL Uranium mg/kg 20 9 45% 0.40 1.0 1.4 31 5.2 27 8.7 27 Lognormal

METAL Vanadium mg/kg IS I7 94% 23 23 7.4 50 24 30 28 30 Lognormal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 1 28 100% - - 14 37 27 30 29 29 Normal
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Table C-9. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-13-43 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

onitltuent oumber umber requency Minimum NMaxilum kilamum aimum Avirge 95% UCL 9%
lss CoNituen Units or ur or Nondetectcd Nondetected Detected Detected Detected Lgnormal EPC EPC Basis

apClass -Name lplcs Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result -

PEST Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane mg/kg 13 1 8% 0.016 0.034 0.0021 0.0021 0.014 0.022 0.06 0.0021 Maxdetect

RADD Cesium-134 pCi/g 16 1 6% 0.030 0.060 8.87E-04 8.87E-04 0.027 0.031 0.019 8.87E-04 Maxdetect

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 21 12 57% 0.020 0.040 0.28 2.60E+06 162,489 4.83E+16 380,308 2.60E+06 Maxdetect

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 21 9 43% 0.020 70 0.0083 0.42 2.3 32 5.2 0.42 Max detect

RADD Grossalpha pCi/g 21 16 76% 1.0 5.0 4.71 382 29 49 60 49 t.ogtormal
RADD Gross beta pCi/g 21 17 81% 37 110 24 1.74E+07 1.20E+06 1.90E+1 I 2.68E+06 1.74E+07 Max detect

RAD D Plutmnium-238 pCi/g 21 5 24% 0.010 0.060 0.0091 7.8 0.47 0.77 1.1 0.77 txginormal

RADUD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 16 I 6% 0.010 0.030 0.020 0.020 0.0072 0.0090 0.0091 0.0090 Lognormal

RAD D Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 5 5 100% - - 0.10 405 110 3.10E+17 275 405 Mandetect

RAD D Potassium-40 pCi/g 16 16 100% - - 12 17 14 is 15 15 Lognormal
RAD D Radium-226 pCi/g 16 14 88. 0.60 1.5 0.71 1.3 0.90 1.1 0.99 0.99 Normal

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 21 14 67% 0.040 0.20 0.045 5.00E+06 358.556 7.54E+18 785,652 5.00E+06 Max detect

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 21 8 38% 0.70 70 1.1 210 46 1,369 68 210 Max detect

RAD D nTorium-228 pCi/g 16 16 10. - - 0.0058 0.012 0.002 0.0088 0.0087 0.0088 .onimal

RAD D Tritium pCi/g 5 5 100% - - 17 100 42 149 74 100 Max detect

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate mg/kg 13 5 38% 0.063 0.37 0.041 2.2 0.29 0.56 0.57 0.56 tognormat

SVOA Butylbenzylphthalate mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.33 0.37 0.36 1.0 0.24 0.31 0.35 0.31 Lognormal

SVOA Diethylphthalate mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.33 0.37 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.12 Max detect

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 14 5 36% 0.33 3.9 0.055 0.70 0.37 0.63 0.60 0.63 lignormal

SVOA Di-t-octylphthalate mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.33 0.37 0.024 0.038 0.15 0.24 0.18 0.038 Max detect

SVOA Dodecane mg/kg I I 10W% - - 2.2 2.2 2.2 - - 2.2 Max detect

SVOA Hexadecane- mg/kg I I 900% - - 1.7 1.7 1.7 - - 1.7 Maxdetect

SVOA Isophorone mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.33 0.37 0.19 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.18 Lognomnal

SVOA Pentachlorophenol mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.085 1.8 0.074 0.15 0.70 2.1 085 0.13 Maxdetect

SVOA Pentadecanc mg/kg I 1 00% - - 7.0 7.0 7.0 - - 7.0 Max detect

SVOA Tetradecane mg/kg I I 100% - - 9.6 9.6 9.6 - - 9.6 Max detect

SVOA Tributylphosphate mg/kg 3 3 200% - - 2.8 94 43 1.04E+1 121 94 Maxdetect

SVOA Tridecane mg/kg I I 1200% - - 7.7 7.7 7.7 - - 7.7 Maxdetect

VGA 2-hexanene mg/kg 14 I 7% 0.0'0 0.012 0.0010 0.0010 0.0048 0.0064 0.0054 0.0010 Max detect

VGA Acetotne mg/kg 14 3 21% 0.0080 0.057 0.0060 0.082 0.014 0.023 0.024 0.023 Lognorm I
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Table C-9. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-43 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

onstituent Constlruc- Numiber ts4mber -requency Minimun Mailum %inimum laximum Average 95% UCI. 5%
Const ,-Name of of of Nondetected Nondetected Detected Detected Detected Lognormal Normal EPC EPC Basis

- anples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result Nrml
________Result-

VOA Methylenechloride mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.0040 0.025 0.0010 0.031 0.0054 0.0083 0.0093 0.0085 lognormal
VoA Styrene mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.0050 .w 0.0010 0.000 0.002 0.0029 0.0027 0.0010 Max detect
VOA Toluene mg/kg 94 3 21% 0.0050 0.00W 0.0020 0.083 0.0083 0.010 0.018 1 0.010 l.ognormal

EPC - exposure point concentration.
GENCII - general chemical.
PEST - pesticide.
RAT)Di - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analye.
UCL - upper confidence limit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-10. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-44 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

Number Number Frqucncy Mi.nimum Maximum Minimum Maximum Average 95%VC! 9
Co12ttu1 Constituent Name Units " of . of or Nondetected Nondetected Detected Detected Detected I.ognormal N Il EPC EC Basis

- Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result

GENCII Comiplecyanide mglkg 5 5 100. - - 2.6 116 33 31.525 79 116 Maxdetect
GENCII Cyanide mg/kg 11 3 27% 020 1.3 3.3 7.8 1.9 8.6 3.3 7.8 Maudriecd
GENCII Freecyanide mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 0.70 35 2.4 7.8 3.4 3.4 Normal
GENCII Nitrate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 81 1.040 561 4,034 876 876 Normal
GENCII Nitrite mg'kg 6 4 67% 0.80 0.80 2.1 43 11 17.264 25 43 Max detcct
GENCII Phosphate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.9 112 58 3.110 94 94 Normal
GENCH Sulfate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 116 354 239 413 315 315 Normal

GENOR Total organic carbon mg/kg 6 6 200% - - 21 55 35 50 45 50 lognornmal
METAL Aluminum mg/kc 12 12 100% - - 3,760 8.010 5.570 6.492 6.313 6.313 Normal
METAL Arsenic mg/kg I I I2 O1'. - - I.1 5. 2.5 3.2 3.0 3.2 Lognormal
METAL Barium mg/it 12 12 100%. - - 49 80 62 68 67 68 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kt 12 12 100% - - 0.23 0.45 0.30 0.34 0.34 0.34 Lognormal
METAL Bismuth mg/kg 5 2 40% 0.20 0.30 4.6 9.3 2.9 578.398 6.8 9.3 Maxdetect
METAL Cadmium mg/kg 12 3 25% 0.38 3.9 0.44 0.69 0.68 1.1 0.97 0.69 Maxdetect
METAL Calcium mg/g 12 22 100% - - 6.0" 10.700 7,663 8.345 8.313 8.345 -Lognormal
METAL Chromium mg/kg 32 22 100% - - 46 13 8.4 11 10.0 20.0 Normal
METAL Cobalt mg/kg 12 30 83% 5.4 5.4 5.9 10 6.7 8.9 7.9 7.9 Nornal
METAL Copper mg/kg 12 12 200% - - 8.9 18 13 14 34 14 Lognormal
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Table C-10. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-44 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

S Co n n Number Number Frequency Minimum. Maimum Mlnilum ntManmm Average 95 9CF
Co tuent ConstituentName Units of of of Nondetected Nowdeected Detected Detected Detected Lugnormal EPC EPCBasis

- - Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result ReuI NoResult

METAL Iron mg/kg 12 12 100%. - - 11.400 25.900 16.142 18.342 18.184 18.342 Lognormal
METAL L.ad mg/kg II I1 100% - - 3.0 I 4.9 6.5 6.4 6.5 Lognormal
METAL Magnesium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 2.780 4.920 3.934 4.455 4.361 4.361 Normal
METAL Manganese mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 216 325 265 282 281 282 tognormal
METAL Mercury mg/kg I1 5 45% 0.050 0.070 0,020 0.14 0.054 0.095 0.076 0.095 lognormnl
METAL Nickel mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 4.2 94 19 36 33 36 Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 12 8 67% 595 981 733 1380 780 1.076 946 946 Normal

METAL Silver mg/kg 11 3 9% 0.0%0 2.1 2.4 2.4 0.64 7.5 1.0 2.4 Max detect
METAL Sodium mg/kg 12 12 100. - - 120 3.970 1,388 8.266 2.145 3.970 Maxdetect

METAL Thallium mg/kg 11 4 36% 0.050 0.53 0.060 0.10 0.15 0.29 0.19 0.10 Maxdetect

METAL Uranium mg/kg 12 7 58% 0.50 1.0 2.5 95 25 6.674 . 43 95 Maxdetect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 20 68 34 42 41 42 Lognormal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 12 12 300% - - 24 53 33 38 38 38 Lognormal

RAD D Cesium-137 p(/g 12 12 100% - - 0.25 2.201:+06 275.505 2.12E+20 626220 2.20E+06 Max detect

RAD 1) Cobalt-60 pCi/g 12 4 33% 0.020 90 0.15 13 4.8 3.484 12 11 Max decect

RADD Grossalpha pCr/g 12 12 100% - - 5.3 1.792 253 4.398 541 1.792 Maxdecct

RAD D Gross beta . pCilg 12 12 100% - - 28 1.45E+07 2.18E+06 7.1I1E+19 4.62E+06 1.45E+07 Max detect

RADD Plutonium-238 pC/g 12 6 50% 0.010 0.040 0.036 51 7.0 49.277 15 51 Maxdetect

RAD D Plutonium-239 pCig 6 I 17% 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.0058 0.0078 00075 0.0075 Normal

RADD Plutouium-239/240 pi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.43 626 183 1.80E+09 409 626 Maxdetect

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 12 13 13 13 13 13 Normal

RADE D Radium-226 pC/g 6 6 t00% - - 0.70 1.3 1.0 1.3 1.2 1.2 Normal

RAn Struntium-90 PCi/g 12 12 100% -- 0.090 4.92r+06 717.594 2.61E+30 1.52E+06 4.92E406 Max detect

RADE)D Technetium-99 pci/g 12 4 33% 0.90 60 100 200 55 63.503 95 200 Man detect

RAnD Thorium-228 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.0077 0010 0.0089 0.0098 0.0097 0.0097 Normal

RA) D Tritium pCi/g 6 5 83% 5.0 5.0 5.4 20 13 65 19 19 Normal

SVOA 2-chloronaphthalene mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.33 0.38 0.065 0.074 0.16 0.20 0.18 0.074 Mandetect

SVOA flenzoic acid mg/kg 10 I 10% 1.6 1.9 0.058 0.058 0.77 2.1 0.92 0.058 Max detect

SVOA Dis(2.cthylhexyl)phthalate mg/kg 12 4 33% 0.075 0.38 0.023 0.12 0.13 0.24 0.16 0.12 Maxdetect

SVOA Butylbenrylphthalate mg/kg 12 1 8% 0.33 0.38 0.047 0.047 0.16 0.21 0.18 0.047 Maxdetect

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 12 3 25% 0.062 0.38 0.039 0.14 0.14 0.23 0.17 0.14 Maxdetect

SVOA Di-n-octylphthalate mg/kg 12 4 33% 0.33 0.38 0.011 0.048 0.12 0.47 0.16 0.048 Mandetect

SVOA llexdecane. mg/kg 2 2 100% - - 0.36 4.1 2.2 3.30E+17 14 4.1 Maxdetect

SVOA Ilexadecanoic acid (9C) mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.21 0.21 0.21 - - 0.21 Max detect
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Table C-10. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-44 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

Number Number Frequency Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum Average 95% UCL, C r%
Constituent Constituent Name Units of or o: - Nonderecled Nondetected Detected Detected Detected Iognormal .EPC EPCasis

Class Samples Detects Detectlon ResUlte Result Result Rrsult Result Result -

SVOA Pentadecane mg/kg I 1 100% - - 1.1 1.1 1.1 - - 1.1 Max detect
SVOA Phenot mg/kg 12 1 8% 0.33 0.38 0.12 0.12 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.12 Maxdetect
SVOA Tetradecane mg/kg 2 2 100% - - 0.95 21 It 7.83E+428 74 21 Maxdetect
SVOA Tributylphosphate mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 0.59 15 4.1 241 9.9 15 Maxdetect
SVOA Tridecane mg/kg 2 2 100% - - 0.23 4.6 2.4 2.87E+26 16 4.6. Max detect
VOA 2-ethyl-l-hexanol mg/kg 2 2 100% - - 0.0060 0.47 0.24 6.13E+54 1.7 0.47 |Max detect
VOA Acetone mg/kg 10 1 10% 0.010 0.031 0.0040 0.0040 0.0087 0.013 0.011 0.0040 Max detect
VOA Methylenechloride mg/kg 30 I 10% 0.0050 0.019 0.022 0.022 0.0066 0.012 0.010 0.012 I.ognormal
VOA Propanoic acid. 2-methyl- mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.00 0.000 0.090 - - 0.00 Max detect

VOA Tolutine mg/kg 10 1 10% 0.0050 0.0060 0.0040 0.0040 0.0027 0.0030 0.0030 0.0030 lgnornaI
EPC - exposure point conceintration.
GENCII - gcncnlchemical.
RAD D - decayed radiological.
SVoA - semi-volatileorganica nalyte.
UCL - upperconfideice limit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-11. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-45 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
- - 95%

Number Number Frequcncy Minimum Maximum Minimum MAXImum Average 95% tCL 95%

CI Constituent Name nit of of Nondelected Nondelected Detected Detected Detected Lognormal EC EFC BASIS
S Detets Detection Result Result Result Reult Result l

GENCII Cyanide mg/kg 14 5 36% 0.20 1.1 0.30 1.6 0.61 0.95 0.82 0.95 Lognormal

GENCH Nitrate mg/kg 5 5 1000% - - 5.9 681 244 1.15406 497 681 Mandetect

GENCII Nitrite mg/kg 5 4 80% 0.80 0.80 0.90 40 14 518.808 31 40 Mandete
GENCII Phosphate mg/kg 5 3 60% 1.7 1.7 8.9 32 11 13.991 24 24 Normal

GENCII Sulfate mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 8.7 344 161 2.612 262 344 Max detct
GENOR Total organic carbon mg/kg 7 7 100% - - 51 92 66 80 78 80 .ognormal

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 3,520 15.800 7.479 9.921 9.360 9.921 Iognormal
METAL Arsenic mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 067 3.2 1.9 2.4 2.2 2.2 Normal

METAL Barium mg/kg 24 14 300% - - 55 229 .76 86 86 86 Irognornal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 24 23 93% 0.20 0.20 0.23 0.73 0.37 0.48 0.43 0.43 Normal

METAL Dtistmjth mg/kg 7 5 71% 0.27 0.29 0.27 9.1 2.7 517 5.3 9.1 Maxdetect
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Table C-11. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-13-45 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
95%

Number Number Frequency Minimum timum Minimum Maximnm Avcrage 95% UC. 9CL%ConstItuent Convituent Name Units of or or Nondete Nondeteced cted etected Detected L.ngnornl - EPC E.PC asis
Sample% Detects Detection Result Result Result Result

METAL Cadmium mglkg 14 8 57% 0.36 0.80 0.59 2.7 0.90 1.7 1.2 1.7 Lognormal
METAL Calcium mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 4.920 12.500 8.164 9.409 9.198 9,409 I.Ormrmal
METAL Chromium mg/kg 14 12 86% 4.7 6.8 4.4 17 8.9 13 1l II Normal
METAL Cobalt mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 5.4 13 8.3 9.6 9.4 9.6 Lognormal
METAL Copper mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 9.1 24 14 17 17 17 Lognormal
METAL Iron mg'kg 14 14 100% - - 10.100 36.200 19.029 22.940 22.269 22.940 Lognormal
METAL Lead mg/kg 14 13 93% 2.9 2.9 3.1 28 7.3 12 1I 12 Lognormal
METAL Magnesium mg/kg .14 14 100% - - 2.400 5.280 4.173 4.801 4,653 4.653 Normal
METAL Manganese mg g 14 14 100% - - 196 464 292 326 324 326 Lognormal
METAL Mercury mg/kg 8 2 25% 0.050 0.050 0.18 0.34 0.084 0.35 0.16 0.34 Maxdetect
METAL Nickel mg/kg 14 13 93% 3.8 3.8 5.7 135 21 42 37 42 Lognormal
METAL Potassium mg'kg 14 14 100% - - 624 1.590 1,027 1.182 1.161 1.182 Lognormal
METAL Silver mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.040 1.6 1.6 1.7 0.44 2.7 0.70 1.7 Maxdetect
METAL Sodium mg/kg 14 13 93% 133 133 138 9.270 2.737 28.522 4.362 9.270 Maxdetect
METAL Thallium mg/kg 14 6 43% 0.070 0.42 0.040 0.14 0.15 0.23 0.18 0.14 Maxdetect
METAL Uranium mg/kg 14 7 50% 0.50 0.60 0.36 55 13 1.056 22 55 Maxdetect
METAL Vanadium mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 17 100 44 59 55 59 1.ognormal
METAL Zinc mg/kg 14 14 100% - - 21 60 37 44 42 44 Lognormal

RAD D Cesium-137 pCi/g 14 13 93% 0.20 0.20 0.099 4.83E+06 785.916 5.75E+27 1.54E+06 4.83E+06 Max detect

RADD Coball-60 pCi/g 14 3 21% 0.020 480 0.074 0.57 21 165.049 51 0.57 Maxdetect

RADD Gross alpha pCi/g 14 14 100. - - 1.9 3.140 557 42.751 3,060 3,140 Mandeect

RADD Gross beta pCi/g !4 14 100% - - 2.8 1.69E+07 2.66E+06 2.62E+19 5.24E+06 1.69E+07 Max detect

RAD _D Plutonium-238 pCi/g 14 6 43% 0.0090 0.040 0.16 104 16 534.003 32 104 Max detect

RAD D Plutonium-239 pCt/g 7 2 29% 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.12 0.022 0.34 0,054 0.12 Max detect

RAD D Plutonuium-239/2 40 pCi/g 7 6 86% 0.0045 0.0045 3.4 2350 796 9.25E+20 1.544 2,350 Max detect

RAD D Potassium-40 p%/g 7 7 100% - - I 16 12 14 13 14 Lognormal

RAD D Radium-226 pCi/3 7 6 86% 0.60 0.60 0.67 1.8 0.83 1.4 1.2 1.4 Lognormal

RAD D Strontium-90 pC/g 14 14 100% - - 0.20 4.46E+06 676.556 5.84+25 1.34E+06 4.46E+06 Max detect

RAD D Techneiium-99 pCi/g 14 4 29% 0.90 70 1.0 100 30 2,832 47 100 Max detect

RAD D Torium-228 pCi/g 7 7 100% - - 00069 0.010 0.0081 0.0090 0.0089 0.0090 Lognormal

RAD D Tritium pCi/g 7 6 86% 4.7 4.7 I 44 23 132 35 35 Normal

SVOA !3is(2-eIhylhexy)phthalate mgNg 12 9 75% 0.34 0.35 0.017 0.073 0.069 0.'4 0.10 0.073 Man detect

SVOA Butylbenzylphthalate mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.34 0.36 0.019 0.030 0.15 0.30 0.18 0.030 Max dtct

SYQA Diethylphthatate mg'kg 12 2 17% 0.34 0.36 0.014 0.033 0.15 0.33 0.18 0.033 Mx detect
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Table C-11. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-45 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

Constituent Number Number rrequency Minimum Maximum Miinimum Maximum Avenge 95% UCL Uc p EPCBasis
Class Constituent Name Units of or of Nondetected Nondetected Detected Detected Detected Lognormal EPCrEC-EsC

Samples Detects Ietection Result Result Result Result Result Result

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mgkg 12 I 8% 0.34 0.35 0.031 0.031 0.16 0.23 0.18 0.031 Maxdetect
SVOA Di-n-octylphthalate mgkg 12 5 42% 0.34 0.35 0.015 0.062 0.12 0.26 0.15 0.062 Maxdetect
SVOA Dodecare mg/Ag 3 3 100% - - 0.20 0.47 0.31 1.9 0.55 0.47 Maxdctect
SVOA Dodecane.6-methyl- mg/kg 2 2 100% - - 0.17 0.43 0.30 91 1.1 0.43 Maxdetect
SVOA Ilexadecane- mg/lg 3 3 100% - - 0.24 0.45 0.35 0.97 0.53 0.45 Max detect
SVOA Ilexadecanoic acid (9C) mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 0.18 0.20 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.20 Max detect
SVOA Pentadecane mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 0.73 1.7 1.1 6.5 2.0 1.7 Max detect
SVOA Phosphine oxide. triphenyl- mg/lg 2 2 100% - - 0.20 0.25 0.23 0.37 0.38 0.25 Max detect
SVOA Tetradecane mg 3 3 100% - - 1.0 2.2 1.4 9.7 2.6 2.2 Max detect
SVOA Tributylphosphate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 0.17 32 10 165.895 21 32 Maxdettct
SVOA Tridecane mglkg 3 3 100% - - 0.59 1.5 0.91 I 1.S 1.5 Max detect

SVOA Tridecane.4-methyl mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.15 015 0.15 - - 0.15 Maxdetect
SVOA Undecane.2,6.dimthyl- mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.20 0.20 0.20 - - 0.20 Max detect
VOA 2-ethyl-l-hexanot mg'kg 2 2 100% - - 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.21 Max detect
VOA Acetone mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.010 0.021 0.0070 0.0080 0.0062 0.0072 0.0071 00072 I.ognormal
VOA Propanoic acid. 2-methyl- mg/lkg I I /00% - - 0.010 0.010 0.010 - - 0.00 Maxdetect

VOA Toluene mg'kg 12 4 33% 0.0050 0.0060 0.0010 0.0030 0.0025 0.0030 0.0027 0.0027 Normal

EPC
GENCII
RAD_
SVGA
UCL
VOA

exposure point concentration.
geneal chemical.
decayed radiological.
semi-volatile organic analytc.
upper confidence limit.
volatile organic analyle.
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Table C-12. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-13-47 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Constituent Number Number Frequenc3 Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum A'erage 95% UCL i
C o o ConstituentoName - Nondofs nred Nondesected Detected Detected Dvtected Lognormal Normal ECass

C - Samples Dttvcts Dection Result Result Result Result Result Result, % . .Result
GENCIh Complex cyanide mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 5.7 247 116 8.76E;+17 322 247 Max detect
GENCH Cyanide mg/kg 13 6 46% 0.20 1.1 0.40 249 28 724 63 249 Max detect
GENCh Freecyanide mg/kg 4 4 100% - - 1.1 2.6 1.9 4.3 2.6 2.6 Maxdetect
GENCH Nitrate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 2.0 28 13 143 22 22 Normal
GENCh Nitrite mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.80 0.80 1.6 1.6 0.60 1.2 1.0 1.2 Lognornal
GENCH Phosphate mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 6.7 40 20 47 30 40 Max detect
GENCH Sulfate mg/kg 6 6 1(Xr/. - - 38 196 92 240 145 196 Max detect
GENOR Totalorganiccarbon mgfkg 6 6 1000. - - 17 62 35 67 50 62 Maxdetect
METAL Aluminum mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 3.300 7.610 5.238 5,984 5.866 5.984 Lognormal
METAL Arsenic mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 1.6 3.2 2.2 2.5 2.4 2.5 Lognrnial
METAL Barium mg/kg 12 12 1006. - - 52 10 71 79 79 79 Lognormal
METAL Beryllium mg/kg 12 9 75% 0.20 0.39 0.22 0.34 0.26 0.33 0.30 0.30 Normal
METAL Bismuth mg/kg 6 6 100% - - 0.58 26 6.9 1,296 16 26 Max detect
METAL Cadmium mg/kg 12 8 67% 0.78 0.83 0.41 1.3 0.69 0.92 0.86 0.92 Lognormal
METAL Calcium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 5.990 9,690 7.472 8.233 8.286 8233 Lognormat
METAL Chromium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 5.3 13 8.6 10 9.8 9.8 Normal
METAL Cobalt mg/kg 12 10 83% 10 10 3.9 8.0 6.4 7.4 7.2 7.4 Lognormal
METAL Copper mg/kg 12 12 100. - - I 17 13 14 14 14 Lognormal
METAL Iron mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 11.800 21.500 15.283 17,145 16,9S7 17,145 Lognormal
METAL Lead mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 2.7 i5 5.0 6.7 6.8 6.7 Lognormal
METAL Magnesium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 2,870 44.600 7.113 10.251 13.241 10.251 Lognormal
METAL Man!.8iese MgO 2 12 100% - - 220 310 251 266 265 266 Lognornal
METAL Mercury mg/kg 12 6 50% 0.050 0.050 0.050 0.15 0.055 0.089 0.076 0.0S9 Lognormal
METAL Nickel mg/kg 12 12 100% - - 6.8 131 24 46 44 46 Lognormat
METAL Potassium n g 12 12 _00% - - 402 11,600 3,734 2.781 3.335 2.781 Lognormal
METAL Silver mg/kg 32 1 8% 0.050 3.7 0.27 0.27 0.46 3.0 0.66 0.27 Max detect
METAL Sodium mg/kg 12 12 100% - - - 111 1,730 727 2.132 1.047 1.730 Mandetect
METAL Thallium mg/kg 12 3 25% 0.050 0.43 0.060 0.090 0.23 0.29 0.17 0.0 Max detect
METAL Uranium mg/kg 12 7 58% 0.50 8.0 1.1 343 61 69,969 117 341 Max detect
METAL Vanadium m2/k 12 12 100% - - 17 54 30 38 36 38 Lognormal
METAL Zinc mg/kg 12 32 100% - - 25 42 31 34 33 34 Lognormal

PEST Dichlorodiphenyttrichomethane mg/kg 12 I 8% 0.036 0.034 0.0 0.011 0.012 0.0135 0.014 0.011 Max detect
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Table C-12. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-47 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Number Number Frequency Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum Avenge 95% UCL 95%
Constituent Constituent Name Units or of or Nondetected Nondetcctcd Defected Detected Detected Lognormal -'or EPC EPC fais

Class - Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result rml

RADID Cesium-137 pCi/g 12 12 10'. - - 0.59 7.79E+06 l.08E+06 I.68E+25 2.36106 7.79E+06 Max detect
RADD Crossalpha pCi/g 12 12 100% - - 4.7 9.279 1,440 1.39E+06 3.011 9.279 Maxdetect
RAD) Gross beta pCi/g 12 12 100% - - 31 3.95E+07 5.13E+06 2.28E.+21 1.141'+07 3.95E+07 Max detect
RADED Plutonium-238 pCi/g 12 4 33% 0.020 I 23 185 32 2.25F+08 64 18$ Max detect
RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 6 4 67% 16 299 620 5,850 1.926 3.60E+08 3.968 5.850 Max detect
RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 6 6 100. - - 11 155 36 265 84 155 Max detect
RADED Radium-226 pci/ 6 5 83% 0.70 0.70 0.57 10 2.4 33 5.6 10 Max detect

RADnD Strontium-90 pCi/g 12 12 100% - - 0.17 1.07E+07 1.34E+06 5.90E+30 3.00E.+06 1.07E-07 Max detect
RADBD Technetium-99 pCi/g 12 I 8% 0.90 70 50 50 Is 1.506 28 28 Normal
RADED Thorium.222 pCi/g 6 6 100% - - 0.0077 0.13 0.030 0.28 0.072 0.13 Max detect
RAD.D Tritium pCi/g 6 5 83% 4.0 4.0 3.8 28 8.8 43 17 28 Max detect
SVOA Bis(2-cthylhexyl)phthalate mg/kg 12 7 58% 0.33 0.35 0.031 0.27 0.13 0.25 0.17 0.17 Normal
SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 12 5 42% 0.33 0.36 0.012 0.38 0.19 0.54 0.25 0.25 Normal

SVOA Di-n-ocrylphthalate mg/kg 12 6 5(/. 0.33 0.36 0.012 0.19 011 0.40 0.15 0.1$ Normal

SVOA Dodecane mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.16 0.16 0.16 - - 0.16 Max detect

SVOA Ilexadecanoic acid (9C1) mg/kg I I I00% - - 0.14 0.24 0.14 - - 0.14 Max detect

SVOA Pentachlorophenol mg/kg 12 2 17% 1.6 1.8 0.059 0.15 0.73 1.8 0.88 0.1$ Max detect

SVOA Pentadecane mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.15 0.15 0.15 - - 0.15 Max detect
SVOA Tributyl phosphate mg/kg 4 4 100% - - 0.15 1.6 0.53 420 IA 1.6 Max detect

SVOA Tridecane mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.30 0.30 0.30 - - 0.30 Max detect

VOA I.It-trichloroethane mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.0050 0024 0.0010 0.0040 0.0042 0.0068 0.0059 0.0040 Max detect

VOA 2-ethyl-l-hexanol mg/kg I I 100% -- 0.29 0.29 0.29 - 0.29 Max detect
VOA Acetone mg/kg 12 4 33% 0.020 0.035 0.011 0.023 0.011 0.017 0.014 0.017 Iognormal

VOA Toluene mg/kg 12 1 8% 0.0050 0.024 0.0010 0.0010 0.0044 0.0073 0.0061 0.0010 Max detect

FPC - exposure point concentration.
GENCII - genert chemical.
PEST - pesticide.
RAD D - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
UCL - upperconfldencelimit.
VOA - volatilcorganicanalyte.
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Table C-13. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-48 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
---- -9- 95%~

Number Number Frequency Minimunm Maximun uIntmum nfium Avrage 95% U'CL
Consthituent Constituent Name Unlis or or . of Nondetecrtd Nandetecred Detected Detected Ieteeted Lognormal Normal FIC EPC Bais

Class samples Detels Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result Result

GENCH Complex cyanide mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 59 103 76 its 116 103 Mandetctt

GENCII Cyanide mg/kg 10 4 40% 1.0 1.1 1.6 104 23 5.472 46 104 Max detect

GENCH Freecyanide mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 0.90 1.7 1.2 3.1 1.9 1.7 Max detect

GENCHI Nitrate mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 4.5 569 276 6.08E+07 520 520 Nwml.

GENCII Nitrite mg/kg 5 3 60% 080 0.80 14 28 9.9 447.316 18 18 Max dctect

GENCII Phosphate mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 3.2 8.3 5.1 8.1 7.0 8.1 t.ignormnl

GENCIt Sulfate mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 5.1 462 151 .081E+06 330 462 Max detect

GENOR Total organic carbon mg/kg 5 5 100% - - 15 43 31 62 43 43 Max detect

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 10 t0 100% - - 3.910 7,610 5.497 6.465 6.294 6.465 Lognornal

METAL Arsenic mrjkg 10 to 100% - - 1.4 3.9 2.4 2.9 2.8 2.9 Lognormal

METAL Barium mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 46 89 63 70 69 70 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 10 8 80% 0.20 0.38 0.23 0.37 026 0.34 0.30 0.30 Normal

METAL fismuth mg/kg 5 3 60% 0.24 0.28 34 37 9.6 1.17E+08 24 37 Maxdetect

METAL Cadmium 10 3 10% 0.36 1.4 0-55 0.55 0.45 0.57 0.52 0.52 Norma

METAL Calcium mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 5.000 10.300 7.506 8.532 8,358 8.358 Normal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 5.8 14 9.2 12 11 12 Lognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 10 9 90% 9.1 9.1 5.8 9.3 7.3 84 8.2 8.2 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 30 10 100% - - 8.7 1 13 I5 15 15 Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 10 10 300% - - 11.300 24.700 16.850 20.049 19.451 20.049 Lognormal

METAL Lead mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 2.8 24 6.8 11 10 11 Lognormol

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 10 10 300% - - 3.090 5.300 4.121 4.725 4.637 4,725 l.ognormal

METAL Manganese mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 198 341 273 303 299 1 299 Normal

METAL Mercury mg/kg 10 6 60% 0.050 0.050 0.060 0.38 0.1 0.65 0.22 0.22 Normal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 7.6 251 48 218 93 218 Lognormal

METAL Potassium mg/kg 10 6 60% 575 1,130 661 1,320 723 1.052 909 9W) Normal

METAL Selenium mg/kg 10 1 10% 0.40 1.2 1.1 1.1 0.44 0.74 0.61 0.74 isgnormaI

METAL Sodium mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 129 1.770 783 2.154 1.117 1.117 Normal

METAL Thallium mg/kg t0 5 50% 040 0.42 0.070 0.12 0.15 0.21 0.19 0.12 Maxdetect

METAL Uranium mg/kg 9 7 78% 0.50 0.60 1.3 223 54 211,935 104 223 Maidetect

METAL vanadium mg/kg O 30 300% -- - 20 62 35 45 43 45 Lognormal
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Table C-13. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-48 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)

CConsttuent Number Number Frnquvncy Minimum - Maximum Minimum Maximum Average 95% UC. 9

Class ConstituentName Units of- of of Nondelected Nondetcced Detected Detected Detected Lognormal Noma ElC FPC Bais
Sanmpls fhtects Detection Result Result Result

METAL Zinc mg/kg 10 10 100% - - 24 48 35 40 39 40 Lognormal
PEST Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane mg/kg 10 I 10% 0.016 0.034 0.0062 0.0062 0.011 0.015 0.014 0.0062 Max detect
RAD_ D Cesium-I37 pCi/g 10 10 100. - - 0.14 984E+06 1.53E+06 1.021+35 3.34E+06 9.8E+06 Max detect
RAD_) Cobalt-60 p(.Vg 10 2 20% 0.020 830 0.017 13 53 4.691+09 130 13 Max detect
RAD_D Gross alpha pCi/g to 9 90% 3.0 3.0 4.7 5.995 980 1.00E+07 2.108 5.995 Max detect
RADED Grossbeta pC/g 10 10 100. - - 33 2.97E+07 6.0E+06 1.23E+25 1.20E+07 2.971+07 Maxdctct
RADD Plutooium-238 pCi/ 10 4 40% 0.010 0.070 0.51 59 9.2 2.10E+07 21 59 Maxdetect
RADD Plutonium-2391240 pCi/1 5 5 100% - - 0.070 1.200 388 1.64E+20 897 1.200 Maxdetect

RAD_ D Potassium-40 pCi/g s 5 100. - - to 17 14 16 16 16 Normal

RAI)D Radium-226 pCiB 5 3 60% 0.50 30 0.65 1.6 1.0 5.5 1.6 1.6 Maxdetect

RAD D Strontium-90 pCi/g 10 to 100% - - 0.21 804E+06 1.65E+06 6.82E+32 3.301+06 8.041:+06 Max detect

RAD, 1) Technetium-99 pCi/g 10 2 201% 0.90 70 90 200 39 29.150 76 200 Max detect

RAD -D Thorium-228 pCi/g 5 5 100% - - 0.0074 0.012 0.010 0,013 0.012 Obtt2 Normal
RADD Tritium pCi'g 5 5 100% - - 7.6 23 13 27 19 23 Max detect

SVOA 2.6-dibromo-4-nitrophenol mg/k 2 2 100% - - 0.28 0.31 0.30 0.36 0.39 0.31 Max detect
SVOA 2-fluoro-4-nitrophcnol mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 0.22 0.41 0.32 083 0.48 0.41 Max detect

SVOA Benzothiazole mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.27 0.27 0.27 - 0.27 Max detect

SVOA Bis(2-ethythexyl)phthalate mg/g to 3 30% 0.084 0.56 0.019 0.28 0.15 044 0.21 0.21 Normal

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate . mg/kg to I 10% 0.33 0.35 0.086 0.086 0.16 019 0.18 0.096 Max detect

SVOA Di-n-octylphthalate mg/kg 10 1 10. 0.33 0.35 0.029 0.029 0.16 0.26 0.18 0.029 Maxdetect

SVOA Dodecane mgkg I I 00% - - 0.41 0.41 0.41 - - 0.41 Maxdetect

SVOA lleptadecane mg/kg I I I00. - - 0.15 0.15 0.15 - - 0.15 Max detect

SVOA liexadecane- mg/kg I I 200. - - 0.33 0.33 0.33 - - 0.33 Max detect

SVOA [texadecanoic acid (9CI) mg/kg 2 2 1001% - - 0.19 0.28 0.24 0.70 0.52 0.28 Max detect

SVOA Pentadecane mg/kg I 1 1006. - - 0.88 0.88 0.88 - - 0$8 Max detect

SVOA Phosphoric aciddibutyl mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.34 0.34 0.34 - - 0.34 Max detect
3-hydroxybutyi ester

SVOA Tetradecane mg/kg I I 200. - - 1.2 1.2 1.2 - 1.2 Max detect

SVOA Tributyl phosphate mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 1.9 11 5.6 8.637 14 11 Maxdetect

SVOA Tridccane mg/kg I I 100% - - 0.97 0.97 0.97 - - O. Max detect
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Table C-13. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-48 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
--- ,-95%

Comsilta ot to ltnat Name ktNumber Number Frequency Minimum Ntauimum Miulmum Maximum Aserage 95% UCL - Erc I
Cs -Coasl tNam 'of. of .'of Nondetected Noadetected Detected Detected Detected lognornal Normal EPC EPC sls

Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Rtsult Result

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 9 I 11% 00050 0.0070 0.0020 00020 00022 00032 00031 0.0020 Max detect

VOA Propanoicacid,2-nmthyl. mg/kg 3 3 100% - - 0.012 0.20 0.12 583E+08 0.28 0.20 Maxdetect

VOA Toluene mg/kg 9 1 11% 0.0050 0.0060 00010 00010 00024 0.0031 0.0027 00010 Maxdeect

EPC - exposure point concentration.
GENCII - general chemical.
PEST - pesticide.
RADD - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyle.
UCL - upper confidence limit.
VOA - volatile organic anutyte.

Table C-14. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-49 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
I .r-% - 95%

Number Number Frequency Nilnimum Maximum MIlnmum Ataxitusn Aterage 95% 1CL -FPConststucnt Constituent Name Units of . of of Nondetected Nondetocted Detected Detected Detected Lognormal NrmaIl . EPC Basis
class Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result Result -

GENCIH Complexcyanide mg/kg I I 100% - - 21 21 21 - - 21 Max detect

GENCII Cyanide mg/kg 17 3 18% 1.0 1.1 1.5 21 1.9 2.4 4.0 2.4 Lognormal

GENCH Freecyanide mgfkg I I 100% - - 0.19 0.19 019 - - 0.19 MaNxdetect

GENCII Sulfate mg/kg I I 100% - - 92 92 92 - - 92 Max detect

GENOR Totalorganiccarbon mg/kg I 1 00% - - 40 40 40 - - 40 Maxdetect

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 2,470 9.400 3.937 4.683 4.705 4.683 Lognormal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 061 4.1 IS 2.3 2.2 2.3 Lognormal

METAL Barium mg/kB 17 16 94% 90 90 36 107 55 63 63 63 Lognormal

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 17 15 88% 0.19 0.19 023 0.50 0.29 0.37 0.34 0.34 Normal

METAL Bismuth mg/kg I I 100% - - 6.3 6.3 6.3 - - 6.3 Maxdetect

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 17 2 12% 0.38 0.80 04 0.89 0.34 0.39 041 0.39 lognormal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 3,640 10,400 6.098 7.005 6,868 7.005 Lognormat

METAL Chromium mg/kg 17 17 100% - . - 3.3 13 7 9.1 85 9.1 Iegnormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 3.4 1I 60 71 7.0 7 Lognormal

METAL Copper mg/kg 17 16 94% 13 13 6.8 77 14 18 21 18 Lognormal
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Table C-14. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-49 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
-Mnmr -AIu -vr 95 C 95%Number Number Frequuncy Miulmum Maximum Minimum Mnmum Average 95% VCLC'nstite Consituent Name , Units . et or or Nondetccted Nondetected Detected Detected Detected L.ognormal 'om l C EPC BasClass Samples Detects DetectIon Result Result Result Result Relult lul t

METAL Iron mg'kg 17 17 100% - - 6.190 23.400 10.043 13.269 13.115 13.269 Lognormal
METAL Lead mg/kg 17 17 100. - - 1.4 16 48 6.7 6.4 6.7 Lognormal
METAL Magnesium mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 1,660 5.320 2,874 3.380 3342 3.380 Lognormal
METAL Manganese Mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 129 353 213 247 243 247 Lognormal
METAL Mercury mg/kg 16 5 31% 0.050 0.10 0080 0.38 0,089 0.17 0.14 0.17 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg'kg 17 17 100% - - 4.5 46 10 13 14 13 Lognormal
METAL Potassium mg/kg 17 16 94% 677 677 476 1.860 872 1.053 1.018 1.055 I.ognormal
METAL Selemum mg/kg 17 I 6% 0.34 0.42 0.46 046 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.23 Lognormat
METAL Silver mg/kg 15 2 13% 0.040 2.1 1.5 1.8 0.93 28 1.1 1.1 Normal
METAL Sodium mg/kg 17 17 100. - - l08 4,360 1.288 3.611 1.781 3.611 L.ognormal
METAL ~Tallium mg/kg 17 2 12% 0.37 0.42 0080 0.40 020 0.23 0.23 0.23 Lognormal

METAL Uranium -g/kg i8 5 281. 040 1.4 2.4 121 10 40 22 40 Iognormal
METAL Vanadium mg/kg 17 17 100. - - .1 57 20 26 25 26 .ognormal

METAL Zinc mg/kg 17 17 100% - - 17 52 27 32 32 32 Lognormal

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 29 12 63% 0020 1.6 0060 1.25E+06 115.635 I.02E+14 253.931 1.25E+06 Max detect

RA)D Cobalt-60 pCi/g 19 11 58% 0020 50 0.034 080 20 29 4.4 080 Maxdetect
RADD Gross alpha pCi/g 19 17 89% 5.9 6.4 2.1 860 97 231 200 231 Iognormal
RADD Grossbeta p/g 19 15 7 9% 27 62 32 66313+06 611,609 1.19F+09 1.34E+06 663F+06 Maxdctcct
RADD Plutowium-238 pCi/g 19 2 11% 0.0090 043 98 10 1.I 5.5 2.3 5.5 Lognormal
RAD!D Plutonium-239 pci/g 16 2 13% 0.010 0010 000 0.11 0017 0025 0031 0.031 Normal
RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 3 2 67% 32 32 556 588 387 1.53E+20 928 588 Max detect
RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 16 16 100% - - 10 17 13 14 14 14 Normal
RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 16 12 75% 0.50 20 060 3.7 1.2 1.9 1.6 1.9 Lognormal
RADD Strontium-9 pCi/g 19 11 58% 0050 Is 0.045 1.56E+06 160.860 4.01E+13 349.477 3.56E+06Maxdetect
RADD Technetium-99 pCi/ 16 8 50% 080 340 13 160 64 4.091 91 91 Normal
RADE)D Thorium-228 pCi/g 16 Is 94% 062 062 00058 0,014 0.027 0.029 0.060 0014 Maxdetect
RAD.D Tritium pCi/g 3 3 100% - - 4.0 19 9.9 4833 24 19 Max detect

SVOA Iis(2-ethylbexyl)phthalate mg/kg I1 4 36% 0.34 0.34 0.068 0.10 0.14 0.18 0.36 0.10 Maxdetect

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 1 4 36% 0.34 082 0.073 3.1 0.84 3.9 1.5 3.1 Max detect
SVOA Di-n-octytphthalate mg/kg tI 1 9% 0.34 0.6 013 0.13 017 0.8 0.17 0.13 Maxdetect

SVOA Phosphineoxide.triphenyl- mg/kg I I 100% - - 025 0.23 025 - - 0.25 Maxdetect

SVOA rnbutyl phosphate mg/kg I I 100% - - 028 028 028 - - 0.28 Max detect

0

0
0'

0
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Table C-14. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-49 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (3 Pages)
95%

Constituent Number Number Frequency Minimum Maximum Minimum MaxImum Average 95% VCL UCL
Clas - Constituent Name Units . of of of Nontlectced Nondetected Detered Detected Detected Lognormal Normal PC PC asis

Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result Ret

VOA 2-butanone mg/kg I1 I 9% 0.010 0.011 0.0090 0.009 0.0054 0.0060 0.0061 0.0060 IAgnormal
VOA Acetone mg/kg 12 3 25% 0.010 0.034 0.011 0.059 0.014 0.024 0.022 0.024 Lognormal
VOA Methylenechloride mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.0050 0.052 0.023 0.026 0.0097 0.022 0.015 0.022 Lognormal

EPC - exposure point concentration.
GENCI! - generalchemical.
RADD - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
UCL - upperconfidcncclimit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-15. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-50 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Constit.ent Number Number Frequency Minimum Maximum NInium Sadmum Ascrage 95% VCL
CIA". Constituent Name Units of . of of Nondetected Non4etectvd Detected Detected Detected Lognormal Normal EPC EPC hasis

Samples Detects Detection Result Result Result Result Result Result

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 9 8 100% - - 2.140 4.630 3.754 4.667 4.343 4.343 Normal

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 9 I 3(% - - 0.82 1.8 1.4 1.8 1.7 1.7 Normal

METAL Barium mg/kg 8 8 .100% - - 40 66 58 67 65 65 jNormat

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 0.24 0.44 0.32 0.38 0.37 0.38 lgnormat

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 8 I 13% 0.56 0.61 0.89 0.88 0.37 0.50 0.51 0.50 Imegnormal

METAL Calcium mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 5.440 7,850 6.520 7.217 7.148 7.217 Lognormal

METAL Chromium mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 3.4 8.4 5.4 6.9 6.5 6.9 ltognormal

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 4.1 7.8 6.4 7.6 7.3 7.3 Normal

METAL Copper mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 8.8 12 10 11 11 I Lognormal

METAL Iron mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 6,130 14.500 11398 14.759 13.441 13,441 Normal

METAL Lead mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 2.1 4.2 3.2 4.0 3.8 38 Normal

METAL Magnesium mg/kg 8 It I 00% - - 1,780 5.300 3.096 4.073 3,810 4.073 1.owiormal
METAL Manganese mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 146 283 225 269 257 257 Normal

METAL Mercury mg/kg 8 3 38% 0.050 0.10 0.090 020 0.066 0.17 0.11 0.17 Lognormal

METAL Nickel mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 5.2 27 9.1 14 14 14 Lognornal

METAL Potassium 8 6 75% 905 1,000 450 1.250 717 2.013 912 1,013 Lognormal
METAL Silver mg/kg S F 13% 1.9 2.0 14 1.4 2.0 1.1 1.1 It lognormal
METAL Sodium mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 146 1.080 481 1.339 747 1.080 Maxdctect

0

0

0



Table C-15. Summary of Statistics for Deep Zone Soils from 216-B-50 Crib, Human Health Risk Assessment. (2 Pages)

Numb" Number FrUenCY 'Minmum Maximum Minimum Mximum A rUge 95% rCrc rc tConsituent Con'dituent Name lnits or . - or of Nondetected Nondetcted Detected Detected Detected i.ognormal Normai ErC EPC nsts
samples Detects Detection Result Result Result i Result Result Result Result

METAL Uranium mg/kg 9 1 11% 0.30 10 23 23 3.3 47 7.9 23 Maxdctect

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 8 8 100% - - 9.1 27 19 27 23 23 Normal
METAL Zinc mg/kg 8 8 1I% - - 15 32 24 29 28 28 Normal

RADfD Cesium-137 pCiS li I I1 100% - - 0.38 I.51E+06 215253 3.131+24 467,853 1.51E+06 Max detect
RAD D Cobalt-60 pCi/g 11 2 18% 0.010 30 0.016 5.8 2.3 6.520 48 5.8 Max dctcit

RADD Gross alpha pCi/g I 9 82% 4.0 5.0 0.92 333 46 534 101 333 Max detect

RADOD Orossbeja pCilg I 100 . - - 12 298E+06 333.584 2.52E+14 823.700 2.98E+06 Max detect

RADOD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 11 2 18% 0010 1.9 0.0091 4.6 0.51 25 1.3 4.6 Max detect

RADID Plutonium-239 pci/g 8 13% 0010 0020 0.24 0.24 0035 0.22 0.091 022 Lognormal

RAD D Plutonium-239/2 40 pCi/g 3 1 33% 3.0 121 249 249 104 1.27E+31 322 249 Maxdetct

RAID Potassium-40 pCi/g 8 8 100% - - 100 i5 12 14 13 13 Normal

RAD _) Radium-226 pCi/g 8 4 50%/. 0.60 20 0.64 1.1 1.8 7.5 4.1 1.1 Mandetect

RAI)D strontium-90 pCi/g I 7 64% 0.10 250 0.097 425,000 43.745 1.31E+21 113.312 425,000 Maxdetect
RADOD Technetium.99 pCi/g 11 2 18% 0.70 340 1.7 132 29 3350 63 132 Max detect

RAD D Thorium-228 pCi/g 8 7 88% 1.0 1.0 0.0062 00087 0.069 060 0.19 00087 Maxdetect

RAD-D Tritium pCi/g 3 1 33% 16 56 16 16 17 702 34 16 Max detect

SVOA 8is(2-ethylhexyl)phthalatc mg/kg 2 1 50% 0.35 0.35 0038 0.038 0.13 597.010 0.54 0.038 IMax detect

SVOA Di-n-butylphithalate mpek g 3 I 33% 0.35 0.35 0082 0082 014 087 023 0 8j ax d utecs"

VOA Acetone mg'kg 2 1 50% 0027 0.027 0.087 0087 0050 5.75E+08 0.28 A.87NMzxdsteci.
VOA Methylecchloride mg/g 2 1 50%!. 0013 0013 0032 0032 0019 434.706 0100 0.032 Maxdetect

[PC - exposure point concentration.
RAD - decayed radiological.
sVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
UCL - upperconfidencclimit.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

) )
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Table C-16. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-43 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Does Maximum
Consti Went ontituent ame Units - Maximum 90h Percetile Concentration

Class Detected Result Concentration Exceed
C t Background?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 4,530 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.3 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 101 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.42 1.5 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 7.1 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 8.8 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 16 22 No

METAL Lead . mg/kg 4.9 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 264 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 8.3 19 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 2.5 0.73 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 29 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 32 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 2.8 1.1 Yes

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 0.036 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.020 NA NA

R.ADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 13 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.3 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 2.8 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 1.1 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.0088 1.3 No
NA - not available.
RADD a decayed radiological.
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Table C-17. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values In Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-44 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Constituent CMaximum 90th Percentile Coentain
Clas Constituent Name Units 1etected Backgroundce

Result Concentration Backgond?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 5,680 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.2 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 80 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.45 1.5 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 7.4 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 10 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 14 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 5.3 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 310 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 9.0 19 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 2.4 0.73 Yes

METAL Uranium mg/kg 1.5 3.2 No

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 28 85 , No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 34 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCilg 3.7 1.1 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.010 NA NA

RAD D Potassium-40 pCi/g 13 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.3 0.82 Yes

RAD D Strontium-90 pCi/g 1.7 0.18 Yes

RAD D IThorium-228 pCi/g 0.010 1.3 No
NA - not available.
RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-18. Comparison of Maximum Detected
216-B-45 Crib to Background Concentrations,

Values in Shallow Zone Soils from
Human Health Risk Assessment.

90th Percentile Does Maximum
Constituent Constituent n Maximum Concentration

Ca Name Detected Resut crau i Exceed
-cn-to Background?

GENCI Nitrate mg/kg 5.9 52 No

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 7,130 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.2 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 77 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.73 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 1.3 1.0 Yes

METAL Chromium mg/kg 12 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 13 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 15 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 28 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 368 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 12 19 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 1.7 0.73 Yes

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.11 NA NA

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 47 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 46 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 2.5 1.1 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.010 NA NA

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 13 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 0.82 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 1.3 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 1.0 NA NA

RAD D Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.0086 1.3 No
GENCH
NA
RADD

- general chemical.
- not availabic.
- decayed radiological.
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Table C-19. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-47 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Does fMaximumi
Constituent ConstituentU Maximum 9Bh Percentile Concentration

Class Name nits Detected Result ackground Exceed
Concentration Background?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 4,850 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.6 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 77 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.30 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 1.3 1.0 Yes

METAL Chromium mg/kg 9.6 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 8.0 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 13 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 5.8 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 282 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 14 19 No

METAL Uranium mg/kg 1.1 3.2 No

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 29 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 32 68 No

RAD._D Cesium-137 pCi/g 53 1.1 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 155 17 Yes

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 10 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 6.9 0.18 Yes

RAD D Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.13 1.3 No
RADD - decayed radiological.

C-112



DOE/RL-2003-64 DRAFT A

Table C-20. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values for Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-48 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

901h Percentile Does Maximum
Constituent Constituent UsMaximum BPcentile Concentration

Class Name Detectetrlesult cronExceedConcentration
._ Background?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 6,590 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.1 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 86 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.44 1.5 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 9.8 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 11 16 No
METAL Copper mg/kg 12 22 No
METAL Lead mg/kg 5.4 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 325 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 17 19 No

METAL Uranium mg/kg 2.5 3.2 No

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 40 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 38 68 No

RAD D Cesium-137 pCi/g 2.8 1.1 Yes

RAD D Potassium-40 pCi/g 16 17 No

RAD D Radium-226 pCi/g 1.6 0.82 Yes

RAD D Strontium-90 pci/g 9.8 0.18 Yes
RADOD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.013 13 No

RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-21. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-49 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

9011 Percentile Does Maximiim
Constituent Constituent Units Maximum Background Concentration

Class Name Detected Result Caceron Exceed
Concentration Backgrod?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 5,600 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 4.1 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 66 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.44 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 0.89 1.0 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 12 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 11 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 77 22 Yes

METAL Lead mg/kg 7.7 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 312 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 11 19 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 1.8 0.73 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 43 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 38 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 1.5 1.1 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 14 17 No

RAD D Radium-226 pCi/g 0.76 0.82 No

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 8.1 0.18 Yes

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.0071 1.3 No
RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-22. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Shallow Zone Soils from
216-B-50 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

90th Percentile Does Maximum
Constituent Constituent Maxmum Background Concentration

Class Name Detected Result - Concentration Exceed
- Background?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 4,630 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 1.8 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 71 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.44 1.5 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 6.8 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 7.7 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 12 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 4.6 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 283 512 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 9.0 19 No

METAL Uranium mg/kg 1.6 3.2 No

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 27 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 32 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 3.7 1.1 Yes

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 0.0091 0.0038 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 13 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.1 0.82 Yes

RAD_D Strontium-90 pCi/g 0.24 0.18 Yes

RAD_D Technetium-99 pCi/g 1.7 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.0087 1.3 No
NA
RAD_

- not available.
D - decayed radiological.
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Table C-23. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-43 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Does

Constituent Constituent Maximum 90th Percentile Maximum

Class Name t Units Detected Background Concentration
Result Concentration Exceed

Background?
MENCH Nitrate (as nitrogen) mg/kg 565 12 Yes

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 10,300 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 2.9 6.5 No

METAL Antimony mg/kg 5.8 NA NA

METAL Barium mg/kg 101 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.42 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 1.8 1.0 Yes

METAL Chromium mg/kg 119 19 Yes

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 8.8 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 19 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 6.2 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 294 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.18 0.33 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 67 19 Yes

METAL Silver mg/kg 2.5 0.73 Yes

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.11 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 31 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 50 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 37 68 No

RADD Cesium-134 pdi/g 8.87E-04 NA NA

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 2.60E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 0.42 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 7.8 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.020 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 405 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 17 17 Yes

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.3 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 5.00E+06 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 210 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.012 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 100 NA NA
GENCH
NA
RADD

general chemical.
not available.
decayed radiological.
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Table C-24. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values In Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-44 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

901h Does

Constituent Constituent Uaximud Percentile C a
CasUnits Detected ConcentrationClass Name Result Background Exceed

Concentration
_______________ _________Background?

GENCH Nitrate (as nitrogen) mg/kg 1,040 12 Yes

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 8,010 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 5.1 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 80 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.45 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 0.69 1.0 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 13 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 10 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 18 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 11 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 325 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.14 0.33 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 94 19 Yes

METAL Silver mg/kg 2A 0.73 Yes

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.10 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 95 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 68 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 53 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 2.20E+06 1.1 Yes

RAD_D Cobalt-60 pCi/g II NA NA

RAD_D Plutonium-238 pCi/g 51 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.010 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 626 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 13 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.3 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 4.92E+06 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 200 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.010 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 20 NA NA
GENCH
NA
RADD

- general chemical.
- not available.
- decayed radiological.
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Table C-25. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-45 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

90th Does
Constituent Constituent Maximum Percentile Maxiiun

Class Name Units Dtcted~ Haekground Concentration
Result Concentration Exceed

-oncentration Background?

GENCII Nitrate (as nitrogen) mg/kg 681 12 Yes

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 15,800 11,800 Yes

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 3.2 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 129 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.73 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 2.7 1.0 Yes

METAL Chromium mg/kg 17 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 13 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 24 22 Yes

METAL Lead mg/kg 28 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 464 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.34 0.33 Yes

METAL Nickel mg/kg 135 19 Yes

METAL Silver mg/kg 1.7 0.73 Yes

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.14 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 55 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 100 85 Yes

METAL Zinc mg/kg 60 68 No

RADD Csium-137 pCi/g 4.83E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 0.57 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 104 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.12 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 2,350 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 16 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.8 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 4.46E+06 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 100 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pci/g 0.010 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 44 NA NA
GENCH
NA
RADD

- general chemical.
- not available.
- decayed radiological.
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Table C-26. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-47 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Does Maximum
Maximum 90th Percentile oe aximu

Constituent Clas CNsi Units Detected Background ConcentrationI Result Concentration Background?

GENCH Nitrate (as nitrogen) mg/kg 28 12 Yes

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 7,610 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 3.2 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 108 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.34 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 1.3 1.0 Yes

METAL Chromium mg/kg 13 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 8.0 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 17 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 15 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 310 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.15 0.33 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 131 19 Yes

METAL Silver mg/kg 0.27 0.73 No

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.090 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 341 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 54 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 42 68 No

RAD D Cesium-137 pCi/g 7.79E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 185 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 5,850 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 155 17 Yes

RAD_D Radium-226 pCi/g 10 0.82 Yes

RAD_D Strontium-90 pCi/g 1.07E+07 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 50 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.13 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 28 NA NA
GENCH
NA
RADD

- general chemical.
- not available.
- decayed radiological.
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Table C-27. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-48 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

Constituent Constituent U t animunt 90th Percentile Doncent aio
Clssun Cnatiten Units Detected Background Einceedato

Class Name Result Concentration Exceed
Background?

GENCH Nitrate (as nitrogen) mg/kg 568 12 Yes

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 7,610 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 3.9 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 89 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.37 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 0.55 1.0 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 14 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 9.3 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 18 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 24 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 341 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.38 0.33 Yes

METAL Nickel mg/kg 251 19 Yes

METAL Selenium mg/kg 1.1 NA NA

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.12 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 233 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 62 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 48 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 9.84E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 13 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 59 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 1,200 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 17 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.6 0.82 Yes

RAD D Strontium-90 pCi/g 8.04E+06 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 200 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.012 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 23 NA NA
NA - not available.
RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-28. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soil Samples
from 216-B-49 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

a nn90111 Does Maximium
Constituent Constituent Units Detected Percentile Concentration

Class - Name Result Background Exceed
Concentration Bickground?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 9,400 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 4.1 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 107 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.50 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 0.89 1.0 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 13 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 13 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 77 22 Yes

METAL Lead mg/kg 16 10 Yes

METAL Manganese mg/kg 353 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.38 0.33 Yes

METAL Nickel mg/kg 46 19 Yes

METAL Selenium mg/kg 0.46 NA NA

METAL Silver mg/kg 1.8 0.73 Yes

METAL Thallium mg/kg 0.40 NA NA

METAL Uranium mg/kg 121 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 57 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 52 68 No

RAD D Cesium-137 pCi/g 1.25E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 0.80 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 10 0.0038 Yes

RAD D Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.11 NA NA

RAD D Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 588 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 17 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 3.7 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 1.56E+06 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pCi/g 160 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.014 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCL/g 19 NA NA
NA - not available.
RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-29. Comparison of Maximum Detected Values in Deep Zone Soils from
216-B-50 Crib to Background Concentrations, Human Health Risk Assessment.

90th
Contitieit onsitentINaxim11m1 Percentile M~aximum

Constituent CoNstuent Units Detcted Background Cxcedtration
Result Concentration

Background?

METAL Aluminum mg/kg 4,630 11,800 No

METAL Arsenic mg/kg 1.8 6.5 No

METAL Barium mg/kg 66 132 No

METAL Beryllium mg/kg 0.44 1.5 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 0.88 1.0 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 8.4 19 No

METAL Cobalt mg/kg 7.8 16 No

METAL Copper mg/kg 12 22 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 4.2 10 No

METAL Manganese mg/kg 283 512 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 0.20 0.33 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 27 19 Yes

METAL Silver mg/kg 1.4 0.73 Yes

METAL Uranium mg/kg 23 3.2 Yes

METAL Vanadium mg/kg 27 85 No

METAL Zinc mg/kg 32 68 No

RADD Cesium-137 pCi/g 1.51E+06 1.1 Yes

RADD Cobalt-60 pCi/g 5.8 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-238 pCi/g 4.6 0.0038 Yes

RADD Plutonium-239 pCi/g 0.24 NA NA

RADD Plutonium-239/240 pCi/g 249 0.025 Yes

RADD Potassium-40 pCi/g 15 17 No

RADD Radium-226 pCi/g 1.1 0.82 Yes

RADD Strontium-90 pCi/g 425,000 0.18 Yes

RADD Technetium-99 pci/g 132 NA NA

RADD Thorium-228 pCi/g 0.0087 1.3 No

RADD Tritium pCi/g 16 NA NA
NA - not available.
RADD - decayed radiological.
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Table C-30. Summary of Contaminants of Potential Concern for the 216-B-43, 216-B-44, 216-B-45,
216-B-47, 216-B-48, 216-B-49, and 216-B-50 Cribs. (2 Pages)

Contaminant of Potential 216-B-43 216-1144 216-B-45 216-1B47 216-148 216-B49 216-B-0
Concern Direct GWP Direct GWP Direct GWP Direct CWP Direct GDc Direct ON%'

Cyanide X x x x X x
Nitrate X X x X X

NiEie x xEM x x MM
Sulfate x x _-x X - -

Aluminum x I
Antimony x I I -

Cadmium x x x x
Chromium x x
Copper x_ x 0
Lead x x X x xC
Mercury X x x _ _ ,
Nicke X X x x X xE X tM X
Selenium xI x

Silver X X X X X - X - x
Thallium Ix x _x _x x

Vanadium x____ I
Uranium x x X x x x X
Cesium-134 IC-- - -

Cesium-137 I IC x C IC x IC x x x >
Cobalt-60 - X x x X
Plutoniux-238 X x x - - x x x

Plutonium-239 I _x x x xC
Pluxonium-239/240 x x x x x
Potassium-40 - --- X- ---

Radium-226 I x x C x x C I x
Strontium-90 IC x x x x C x x I x I x
Technetium-99 I xx x C I x
Tritium x x x x x - x - X

xenzoic acid _ X
Iis(2-ethyhexyi)phthalate IC IC IC X I I X I X IC ICx

flutlbenzyrphihalate IC X - IC--

9
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Table C-30. Summary of Contaminants of Potential Concern for the 216-B-43, 216-B-44, 216-B-45,
216-B-47, 216-B-48, 216-B-49, and 216-B-50 Cribs. (2 Pages)

Contaminant of Potential 216-13-43 216-44 216-1-45 . . 216-B-47 216-1148 216-B49 216-B-50
Concern Direct GWP Dirc GWP Direct GWP Direct GWP Direct |AXP Direct OIA' Direct GWVP

DiethyI hthatate _____ X ___ X X _______

Di-n-butyXphthalate X X X X X X X X X X X X
Di-n-octylphthalat _ X X X X X X
Dichlorordiphenyltrichloro- X X X
ethaneII
Isophorone X
Pentachlorophenol X X X X
Phenol X X
2-butanone X
2-hexanone X
3,1,1-trichloroethane X
Acetone X X X X X X X
Methylene chloride X X X X X X X X
Styrene I
Toluene X X X X X X X X _

GWP - groundwater protection,

)

C)

0

I',
0
0(a
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Table C-31. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-43 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C, Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.
-C Does Average

-Ancentration
Constituent Constituent Number Number Frequency Average 173-340-745(5) Exceed WAC

Class Name Units - of of Freecy Detected Method C Soil 173.340-74M5)Samples Detects o Detection Result Risk-B Mehod C k-

-nr Based Standard?

METAL Silver mg/kg 5 1 20% 1.2 17,500 No

SVOA Bis(2-cthylhexyl) mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.15 9,375 No
phthalate I I I -I I I I I

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.15 350,000 No

SVOA Pentachlorophenol mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.73 1,094 No

VOA Acetone mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.020 350,000 No

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 5 I 20% 0.0082 17,500 No
Washington Administrative Code (WAC)
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels."
RAD D - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

173-340-745(5). -Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties -Method C

Table C-32. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-44 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.
-l Does Average

Constituent Constiluent Number Number Frequeny e Concentration
Cnssn Cie Itnhts Of of FrDuen Aeree 173-340-745(5) Exceed XWAC

ClassName of Dctection DeetdNethol (:SoilSamples Detects Result CUL 173-340-745(5)
M ethodCCUL?

METAL Silver mg/kg 6 1 17% 1.1 17,500 No

SVOA 2-chloronaphthalkne mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.14 NA No

SVOA Benzoic acid mg/kg 4 1 25% 0.66 1.40E+07 No

SVOA Dis(2-thylhexyl) mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.14 9,375 No
phthalate

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalaie mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.13 9,375 No

SVOA Phenol mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.17 350,000 No

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.0093 17,500 No

VOA Toluene mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.0028 700,000 No

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 17
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels."
NA - not available.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic compound.
VOA - volatile organic compound.

3-340-745). Soil Cleanup Standards Co ndustrial Propenies, Metod C
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Table C-33. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-45 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.

WAC Does Aierage
WAC Concentration

Constituent Constituent Number Number Frequency Average 173-340-745(5) ExcendrAC

Class Name s oploes Detected Metshod C Soil 173-340-745(5)
Samples Detects oResult Risk-Based Method C Risk-

Based Standard?

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 7 3 43% 0.63 3,500 No

METAL Lead mg/kg 7 7 100% 7.3 - No

METAL Silver mg/kg 7 2 29% 0.72 17,500 No

METAL Thallium mg/kg 7 1 14% 0.19 280 No

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhcxyl) mg/kg 5 3 60% 0.096 9,375 No
phthalatc

SVOA Dicthylphthalate mg/kg 5 1 20% 0.14 2.80E+06 No

VOA Toluene mg/kg 5 3 60% 0.0024 700,000 No
Washingron Adnunstrative Code (WAC) 173-340-745(5). "Soil Cleanup Standards for industrial Propertis" Mcthod C
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels.
RADD - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-34. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-47 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.
Does Average

Numer umb. e Avrag 17,34-7AC 5 Concentration
Constituent Constituent Number Nignler Frequency ea -Exceed WAC

Class Name Units or ofotfto Detected Method C Soilt1330755class Nane Samples Detects of Detection Result Risk-Based 173340-745(5)
Standard Mlethod C Risk.

Based Standard?

METAL Cadmium mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.67 3,500 No

SVOA Dis(2-ethylhcxyl) mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.17 9,375 No
phthalate I

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 6 1 17% 0.15 350.000 No

SVOA Pentachlorophenol mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.60 1,094 No

VOA Toluene mg/kg 6 I 17% 0.0023 700,000 No

Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340-745(5), "Soil
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels."
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
TPI - total petroleum hydrocarbon.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties," "Method C
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Table C-35. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-48 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5) Method C, Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.

WAC Do" Average
Number Number Average 17-3-340-745(5) Cocnrtn

Constituent Constituent b requenc Exceed WA
Class Name Unit of of f Detection Deeed etd C Soil k-eW173-340-745(5)samples Detects Result Risk-lined Neio ik

- - -Standard Method C Risk-
S Based Standard?

SVOA Bis(2-eihylhexyl) 6 2 33% 0.20 9,375 No
phthalate m g

VOA Toluene mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.0021 700,000 No
Washington Administrative COde (WAC) 173-340-745(5), -Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Properties." "Method C
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels.-
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Table C-36. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations
from 216-B-49 Crib to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C

Direct-Contact Cleanup Levels, Human Health Risk Assessment.
Does Average

WVAC Concentration
Constituent Constituent Number Number Frequency Average 173-340-745(5) Exceed WAC

Cossl u CoNamtuent Units of of -f reeny Detected Method C Soil 173-340-745(5)Clas Name Samples Detects Result Risk-Basnd Method C
Standard Risk-Based

Standard?

METAL Copper mg/kg 6 6 100% 21 129,500 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 4 2 50% 1.2 17,500 No

SVOA Bis(2-ethyihcxyl) mglkg 6 2 33% 0.14 9,375 No
phthalate

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 6 2 33% 1.0 350,000 No
VOA Acetone mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.016 350,000 No

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 6 2 33% 0.010 17,500 No
Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340-745(5), Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Propertics," "Method C
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels."
RADD - decayed radiological.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.
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Table C-37. Comparison of True Mean Shallow Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-50 Crib
to WAC 173-340-745(5), Method C Direct-Contact Risk-Based Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.

WAC Does A verage

Constituent Number Number Average 173-340-745(5) Concentration

Csau Constituent Name Units of or Frequency Deected Method C Soil Exceed W-AC

Samples Detects or Detection Result Risk-Based 173-340-745(s)
Standard Method C Risk-

Based Standard?

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 2 2 100% 0.44 350,000 No
Washington Administralhe Code (WAC)
Industrial Soil Cleanup Levels."
SVOA - semi-volutilc organic analyte.

173-340-745(5). -Soil Cleanup Standards for Industrial Propertics,- -Nethod C
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Table C-38. Comparison of True Mean Deep Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-43 Crib
to WAC 173-340-747, Method B Groundwater Protection Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.
Does True

WAC -tean
17.1-340-747 Eteed

Constitucat Constituent Nutnbcr Number Frequency Average Method B WAC
class Name. Units of of of Dtected OWP Risk- 173-340-747Samples Detects Detection Result B , Method B

Standard GWP
Standard?

GENCII Cyanide mg/Kg is 1 5 28% 0.86 320 No

GENCH Nitrate (as N) mg/kg 3 3 100% 421 40 Yes

GENCH Nitrite (as N) mg/kg 3 3 100% 33 4.0 Yes

GENCH Sulfate mg/kg 3 3 100% 166 1,000 No

METAL Antimony mg/kg 18 1 6% 2.8 5.4 No

METAL Cadmium mg/kg i8 7 39% 0.61 0.69 No

METAL Chromium mg/kg 18 17 94% 14 Is No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 18 is 100% 12 130 No

METAL Silver mg/kg 18 6 33% 0.83 14 No

METAL Thallium mg/kg 18 I 6% 0.18 1.6 No

METAL Uranium mg/kg 20 9 45% 5.2 1.3 Yes

PEST Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane mg/kg 13 1 8% 0.014 3.5 No

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhcxyl) phthalate mg/kg 13 5 38% 0.29 14 No

SVOA Butylbenzylphthalate mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.24 893 No

SVOA Diethylphthalate mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.17 72 No

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 14 5 36% 0.37 11 No

SVOA Di-n-octylphthalate mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.15 532,000 No

SVOA Isophorone mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.17 0.45 No

SVOA Petiachlorophenol mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.70 0.012 Yes

VOA 2-hexanone mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.0048 NA NA

VOA Acetone mg/kg 14 3 21% 0.014 3.2 No

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 14 2 14% 0.0054 0.025 No

VOA Styrene mg/kg 14 1 7% 0.0025 0.033 No

VOA Toluene mg/kg 14 3 21% 0.0083 7.3 No

&Vshin,,on Administrative Code (WAC) 173-340-747, -Deriving Soit Concentrations for Ground Water Protection."
GENCH -
GwP -
NA -
PEST -
SVOA -
VOA -

general chemical.
groundwater protection.
not available.
pesticide.
semi-volatile organic analyte.
volatile organic analyte.
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Table C-39. Comparison of True Mean Deep Zone Soil Concentrations from 216-B-44 Crib
to WAC 173-340-747, Method B Groundwater Protection Standards,

Human Health Risk Assessment.
Does True

-A Mean
WAC Exceed

Number Number Frequency Avernge 173-340-747 Ec.

Constituent Constituent Units of of of Dttected Method B W7C
Samples Detects Detection Result GWP Method74

Standard GWPGwp
Standard?

GENCH Complex cyanide mg/kg 5 5 100% 33 320 No

GENCII Cyanide mg/kg I1 3 27% 1.9 320 No

GENCII Free cyanide mg/kg 5 5 100% 2.4 320 No

GENCH Nitrate (as N) mg/kg 6 6 100% 561 40 Yes

GENCH Nitrite (as N) mg/kg 6 4 67% II 4.0 Yes

GENCH Sulfate mg/kg 6 6 100% 239 1,000 No

METAL Lead mg/kg II I1 100% 4.9 3,000 No

METAL Mercury mg/kg 11 5 45% 0.054 2.1 No

METAL Nickel mg/kg 12 12 100% 19 130 No

METAL Silver mg/kg I 1 9% 0.64 14 No

METAL Thallium mg/kg 11 4 36% 0.15 1.6 No

METAL Uranium mg/kg 12 7 58% 25 1.3 Yes

SVOA 2-chloronaphthalene mg/kg 12 2 17% 0.16 NA NA

SVOA Benzoic acid mg/kg 10 I 10% 0.77 257 No

SVOA Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phithalate mg/kg 12 4 33% 0.13 14 No

SVOA Butylbenzylphihalaiw mg/kg 12 1 8% 0.16 893 No

SVOA Di-n-butylphthalate mg/kg 12 3 25% 0.14 11 No

SVOA Di-n-octylphthalate mg/kg 12 4 33% 0.12 532,000 No

SVOA Phenol mg/kg 12 1 8% 0.17 44 No

VOA Acetone mg/kg 10 I 10% 0.0087 3.2 No

VOA Methylene chloride mg/kg 10 I 10% 0.0066 0.025 No

VOA Toluene mg/kg 10 1 10% 0.0027 7.3 No
Washington Adninistrativ Code (WAC) 173-340-747, C-:riving Soil
GENCH - general chemical.
GWP - groundwater protection.
NA - not available.
SVOA - semi-volatile organic analyte.
VOA - volatile organic analyte.

Concentrations for Ground Water Protection:"
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